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   [ Ianthe writes:

     1) We have, sadly, lost the main ASGL-L archives 
     site.  Can anyone provide ftp access to a free
     10Mb of web-space ?

     2) I hope to enable cash / money-order / check
     donations to Fresh Petals soon.  ]


'Moonmin' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Dear All,

The recent dramatic postings from 'Sihme' and his 'peducation' 
campaign has set me thinking. How can we improve the chances 
of people reading the message? With a direct assault, we 
always run the risk of people being turned off and destroying 
the message in a brainless, knee-jerk reaction. Perhaps a 
more cunning, indirect and satirical approach might be more 
successful?

  [ Congrats. You've just re-discovered the secret of
    history's best propagandists... :)  ]

I was thinking of an analogy that would be able to sneak 
past the trained, unthinking defenses of many readers. 
Only later would they realise that what they were reading 
about is the dreaded 'P' word, though not mentioned explicitly. 

So, I came up with the idea of "A Museum of Living Dolls" 
(or something like that). This would be a web site that 
at first sight seems to advertise the opening of a small 
museum. Right from the start I would make it clear that 
these "Living Dolls" are an unappreciated wonder. But later 
I would gradually introduce girl-love ideas. In order to 
try to avoid the doll/girl = object pitfall, I would be sure 
to emphasize the "dolls" ability to learn, the possession 
of consciousness, the ability to reason and love and their 
power over those who love them, as well as the real 
threats to their wellbeing (child labour, violence, 
neglect. etc.).

I've had this idea for some time now, so long in fact 
that I find it hard to be objective any longer when 
trying to judge whether it is any good or not. The 
valuable criticism of ASGL members will surely refresh 
my view of it, and help me to decide if it is worth 
pursuing further. I look forward to your comments.

  [ The problem with this is the time-scale that
    web-traffic to sites works on.  People may visit
    and bookmark, but you can't determine at which 
    point in the "story" that they return.  Unless
    you do something clever with cookies and cgi, and
    make different versions of the site for different
    visitors. ]

--

>'Ex Astris' wrote:
>
>Greetings girl lovers, this is my first posting.
>
>A councellor at my mental health center betrayed my
>confidence to the local police, even though I had only discussed
>feelings with her and not actions. 

Welcome friend. Thanks for your message 'Ex Astris'. What 
has happended to confidentiality in the health care system? 
I am shocked by this betrayal. Maybe it just shows how 
naive I am to think that we can expect fair treatment 
these days, even though no crime has been committed. 
 
I wish you peace, justice and happiness. 

--

Thanks for your encouraging comments regarding my Kitty's Story. 
I'll see if I can post an update in the near future.

As for the charming Kate Maberly. Thanks to 'Hum-bert' for 
pointing out her role in The Secret Garden. Of course, I know 
and LOVE this movie. How stupid of me not to notice her! Kate
was also, I believe, in the the TV adaptation of Stephen 
King's "The Langoliers" (spelling?). She played a clairvoyant 
blind girl of about 12. I won't spoil your enjoyment of the 
story by giving away details of the plot, but there are some 
ravishing close-ups of her in a kind of delirium. (Moonmin goes 
weak at the knees). There seems to be many girls in his 
novels. If Mr King isn't a GL then I'll eat my hat :-)

My obsession with Kate Mabely has further been fueled by a 
trip to http://movies.acmecity.com/talkie/37/ - where I 
found some screen shots of her as Glum in Gulliver's 
Travels. :-P

'Moonmin'
-------------------------------------------------------------




'Beamish' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

'Ex Astris' wrote:
>Greetings girl lovers, this is my first posting. I read a few and
>decided this is a group I'd like to get to know. Unfortunatly I
>could
>not do anything public for PPDay due to the fact that the local
>police
>know what I am. A councellor at my mental health center betrayed my
>confidence to the local police, even though I had only discussed
>feelings with her and not actions. Now, unfortunatly, I am watched
>and checked in on from time to time. And my town is only 15,000
>strong, so I couldn't do anything without the town detective
>knowing it was me.

Welcome 'Ex Astris'! I was appalled of the blatant disregard your
counselor had towards you when you disclosed only thoughts and
feelings. That should not have been enough to betray you to the
police. What shocks me more is that you are now watched by the
police simply because of your thoughts? What the hell is this world
coming to! Anyway, you are among friends now, and I guarantee you
that none of us will rat you out! Please feel free to say whatever
is on your mind here. Chances are that we've had similar thoughts or
experiences.

--

'Ian' wrote:
>Has anyone seen the recent Rockford Files? It was on Tuesday the
>20th in the evening on CBS. It was a special 2 hour episode/movie
>"If It Bleeds... It Leads" which was the slogan of the
>sensationalistic
>news-reporting team manager! It was about a child rapist on the
>loose attacking pre-teens.

I almost watched that movie, but decided not to because I know how
strong my reactions can be to even fictional reports of child
molesting. (I get quite upset and start yelling at the TV.) Stupid,
I know, but child molesters have that effect on me, regardless of if
it is fictional or real. However, based on your synopsis of the
story, it sounds like it would have been good to watch. I also have
to agree with what you said regarding miscarriages of justice. It
surprises me how often innocent people are targeted while the real
criminals get away.

--

'A Girl Lover Out Of The Closet For Good' wrote:
>I have struggled with my feelings and desires for girls
>for years.
<snip>

Thank you so much for writing! Your entire post seemed to mirror my
life almost exactly. I am so happy to have found ASGL-L and others
like myself who offer no judgement on me. While I have since
accepted the fact that I am a child-lover, I still have minor
difficulties with it. Especially when it comes to adult/child
relationships. Clearly the line has to be drawn somewhere, but where
and by whom? These questions have pretty much scared me away from
engaging in a close friendship/relationship with a child, other than
fantasy. Now, I am not talking about a casual friendship mind you. I
have casual friendships with kids in my neighborhood. The
relationships I am referring to are on a much deeper level. Much
like that of boyfriend-girlfriend. I have only had one lg girlfriend
in my life and that went far beyond what it should have and in the
end both she and I suffered because of it. I just hope to this day
she doesn't hate me for the things that transpired in that
relationship.

--

Today is a sad day in my hometown. Very disturbing news of two
separate incidents of extended child molestations perpetrated by
people whom were put in charge of the children they molested. One, a
children's sports coach, and the other a counselor at a children's
home. Both of the suspects are in jail, but the damage is done. This
makes me *sick*! My only hope is that the children get the
counseling they need and that the offenders spend the rest of their
lives in jail. (Although I already know they won't, and that makes
me even madder.) This on the heels of my hometown being ranked high
in the list of most livable cities. HA! We have unsolved cases of
child molestations all over this town. I know I certainly wouldn't
raise a family here, and I fear daily for the safety of my
elementary school aged brother and sister whom I love dearly.

'Beamish'
-------------------------------------------------------------



'?' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all,

I hope everyone is well.  I haven't had the time lately to 
read all the postings - sorry ! I wonder if anyone knows the 
title of a film that has school girls at a lake or river 
stripping off and jumping in.  It may be French ?!  They 
look to be pre-teen or early teens, in blue uniforms... I'd 
love to find out what the film was.....Well, take care, keep 
smiling. :)

'?'
-------------------------------------------------------------

   [ David Hamilton ? ]



'Surgeboy' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Okay, perhaps I was a bit unclear on the matter of keeping 
secrets.

Actually, I was suggesting that 'he' should ask if the girl 
could agree to keep a secret.  Naturally, children are prone 
to honesty when there isn't any motive for dishonesty.  This 
means that before a secret is shared, the girl would have 
to agree to discretion.

If not, then leave the matter be after that.

'Surgeboy'
------------------------------------------------------------------




'Yuri' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Goodday all,

I haven't had much time to write lately, busy with work and all, 
but I do keep up on the readings.

'Rasputin's Dog' wrote:
>I seen over the past months so many references to
>Lolita. I'm confused. I don't see how we so often
>align our selves with the character of Humbert
>Humbert. He kidnaps Lo, lies to her about the fate of
>her mother, holds her against her will, uses her for
>sex, attempts to brainwash her into believing that he
>is acting in her best interest. It only begins as a
>romance. By the end of their relationship it was
>completely one sided. Personally this is not the kind
>of relationship I dream of having with a lg. I wonder
>if some of the people who make reference to Humbert or
>the novel have every really read the novel.

It's funny, but I had the exact opposite take on the novel (which I have
read): Lolita is the seductress.  The relationship is one sided, all right,
but favouring Lo.  She has the power and she knows it.  To take a scene from
the movie, when she threatens to stop sleeping with Humbert in order to
convince him to let her be in a school play.  That is the real reason the
relationship is doomed to fail: children and adolescents need a parent,
which Lo didn't have.  Humbert could not be both her parent and her lover.

But, all that said, Ianthe is right that there are too many "Humbert's" 
on the list, so I'll change from Humbert #2 to Yuri.  For the curious, 
I'm taking the name from the hero of another great Russian novel, "Dr. 
Zhivago" by Boris Leonidovich Pasternak.

--

>Ianthe wrote:
>  [ I kind of think making a web-site might be a better idea, but I could
>be wrong. ]

I think a web page is a good idea, assuming a reliable web-provider is
willing to provide the space.  The IFS is a start, but needs to be expanded.
I think what would really help the image of gls in the public's eye 
would be if someone famous and influential stated publicly that s/he'd 
had a consensual sexual relationship as a child with an adult, and 
had no regrets then or now over it.  This could also work with 
non-famous women, but we'd need numbers to make up for lack of fame.  
Lgs saying so isn't enough, because they won't be believed by our 
adult-oriented society.

--

'Braveheart' wrote: (excerpts)
>Next, I don't care who's toes I step on with this one. We, as true
>girl-lovers, should NEVER even think about asking or encouraging
>sexual intercourse with a young girl. How could anyone say they
>truly cared for a girl, and then take advantage of her under-
>developed sense of morality and virginity? No young girl (again,
>I'm talking between the ages of 6 and 12), no matter what they may
>say, should be forced into such an adult and mature decision. If
>you do that, then you deserve every hostile comment you ever get,
>for it is people like those who have given paedophilia the detested
>reputation it has today.
>[snip]
>Never would the idea of sexual intercourse cross my mind when
>I'm with V like that. And it should not, as a true girl-lover.
>Because true girl-lovers put the girl's feelings and welfare
>ahead of their own. Sure, touching/massaging her body in different
>areas was "sexual". But, I am afraid, there is a line to be
>drawn, and I know where that line is. I always know where that
>line is. The fact that V can trust me is far more fulfilling
>than anything else. If you don't have trust from the girl you
>adore, then you don't have anything, and whatever you do to her
>IS child-abuse.

I agree that a line must be drawn, but I don't think that the line is hard
and immobile, but rather fuzzy and moving.  To put the line at 12 years old,
is as arbitrary as 14 (in Canada), 16 (in the UK, I think), or 18 (in most
US states).  Rather, the maturity of the girl should be the determining
factor, as everyone is different, and matures at different rates.  As
Beamish wrote, if they initiate the relationship, you "can be somewhat
assured that they're ready [...]".  I've know 10 year old girls who are
mature enough, and 18 year olds who aren't.  I agree with Rasputin's Dog
on the non-existence of childhood.  Children are not so innocent as most
adults would like to believe.  The 11 year old girl, 'H', mentioned by Ex
Astris (cool nick, btw, "from the stars") was probably mature enough, since
she was doing the asking, and would have consented (which as I've mentioned
before, is the big sticking point for me).

The only other limit is a question of size when it comes to actual
penetration.  Again, everyone is different, but I would think that most
girls younger than 10 or 11 are probably too small for any 
penetration with an adult.  That still leaves plenty of other things 
to do, though.

>'Daveboy' suggested:
>BTW... just a suggestion Ianthe, but is there any reason why we
>shouldn't add an approx. age after our name, often I read someone's
>post about them asking parents if they can form a relationship
>with there lg, and wonder if this is an 18 yo guy or a 55 yo...

I agree, but it should be voluntary.

'Yuri'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sihme' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

Dear ASGL-L subscribers,

Further to the discussion of late, pertaining to the "taking
advantage of the innocence" of a little girl.  I'm sorry to
say it, but I think it's a load.  While _there is_ coercion
(at least, I assume there is), agreeing to have sex with a
little girl is hardly depriving them of their innocence.  I
really don't think there is such a thing anyway, as innocence.
I certainly never experienced it when I was a child.  The
closest I came to it was a desperate and pathetic ignorance
due to my lack of information.  We're all innocent, and we're
all not.  I'm as innocent as the little girls, only I know more
(or sometimes less).  Ever since the beginning, talk of
innocence has bothered me, mostly because it's spouted from the
mouths of the child abuse industry... "how COULD you deprive
this child of her/his innocence".. blah...

Another irksome thing is when people start talking in such a
definite way... "oh I would do this and that... but I would
NEVER do this!" or.. "this is DEFINITELY bad".  Right or wrong
depend on a host of situatiuonal distinctions and 
discriminations.  All you've got when the time comes, and
your naked little girl is offering herself to you, is a set of
circumstances, causes and possible effects, and outside of that
(and of course concerns for one and one's yf's immediate and
future safety) the morals, predetermined modes of conduct, 
code of honour fade away.

At one stage I was involved with this group exercise at my place
of employment where we had to discuss a morally contentious issue:
deciding in which order 6 different people should be rescued from
a life threatening situation.  Well, all hell broke loose on this
one, and I found it stunning how nuts people are when it comes to
morals... someone was saying "You've GOT to save the women and
children first... that's just the way it is."  But that's such a 
load of crap.  I was championing a completely objective 
approach... ie, to first determine a criterion by which you would 
evaluate the people's eligibility for rescue, then follow that 
regardless of their age or sex.  But anyway, what I'm saying is 
that if you're bogged down with morals then you'll never be able 
to flow with the universe's subtle changes.

I can think of a few general reasons I'd consider before deciding
if going ahead with intercourse with an lg was wise (although, it's
probably never exactly _wise_ hehe), and then of course there's the
considerations pertaining to the particular circumstance.  But that's
ALL.  I know it's nice to feel like you're on the moral high ground,
and being a paedophile, always weighed down by the constant criticism
of society, rejecting sex is like saying.. well.. I'm NOT a paedophile
after all.. so none of this is directed at ME.  Or.. "A REAL paedophile
would stay voluntarily chaste because of his respect for girls."

But it's all just buying into the witch-hunters' line that sex 
with kids is bad, although less recognizably.

Consensual sex with kids is a good thing.  How do I know this is true?
Because I have looked inside myself.

But hang on.. why do I have to keep qualifying sex with little girls
as being consensual?  We're always so defensive, apologizing to
everyone for being ourselves.  I think "sex" in common usage refers to the
consensual type; otherwise it's just called rape.  You don't hear on the
news...

"A lady was walking through a city park last night when she was accosted
by a stranger, who first demanded money from her, then proceeded to have
sex".  That sounds as though through the course of the interaction they hit
it off and so went into the bushes for a quickie.  If people are going to
think "rape" when they hear "sex with children" then they're going to hear
it no matter how we cushion it.

I was asked whether I was in the UK... nope... Australia!  Walking distance
from the centre of a capital city.  I'm so glad I'm not in the UK.  An
Australian GL internet friend of mine moved there, and a couple of months
later was sent to jail.  So there you go.  Essentially people here seem
like they couldn't be bothered with hunting for monsters in the bushes,
of course... challenge them with the issue and say words like 'paedophile'
or 'child abuse' and they'll foam as much as anyone, but in general I feel
that people here don't care enough about it at heart to go around
interpreting "innocent" behaviours as perverted.  Not with me yet anyway.

That's another thing... these people who are seeing child molesters at
every turn of the head should look at themselves, because I think that
you only see what you want to see... so why do they want to see
coercion and rape?  Are they secretly attracted to it?  As I said,
people will have their opinions, and that's fine... but when they
actually start to Do Things, it indicates something deeper.

--

Ianthe suggested that a web site would be better than flyers.. 
well, it IS! :)  Except that because of the exorbitant fees 
for the net here only a very small percentage of people have 
got it.

On the spelling of 'paedophile'... although I prefer the English 
version with the 'ae' that seems to lend it to being pronounced as 
peeeedophile, which I think sounds awful.  I much prefer it to 
rhyme with pedal, which is how the americans like to say it.

--

'Sunstorm' said that lg's don't understand love.  Come on!  Of 
course they do.  As far as I remember, I clearly understood the 
emotion of 'love' (toward a peer of the opposite sex) from as early 
as 6 years.  I remember lying in bed at night, with a contented smile 
on my face, thinking about my love, and how I loved her... I 
remember how it felt, and it _was_ what we understand love to be.

Even people like us are guilty of treating kids like they're idiots.
Society and the media seem to subtly impress on us that kids are stupid
and don't know anything. I can tell this because if I don't associate
with children for a while, when I finally do I'm always surprised at how
smart they are.  Seemingly because I have absorbed this consensus.

--

'Moonmin' wrote :
>Particularly 'Sihme' for your bravery, (I get nervous just buying
>Vogue Bambini!)

The first time I bought a children's fashion magazine, it took days
to pluck up the courage.  It was the only one in the newsagent,
Studio Bambini, the Australian clone of Vogue Bambini.  In fact, I
think I just didn't buy it.  But these days, it's like nothing,
because I don't care about what the newsagent (or anyone else
apart from those who wield influence over me) thinks.

--

'Rasputin's Dog' commented on how everyone wants to associate
themselves with Humbert.  Admittedly, he's not the nicest character
to think of oneself as, and certainly not representative of GLs in
general, but what I think is even worse than that is the hideous
mis and overuse of the word 'Lolita'!  People seem to visualise
Lolita as some wonderful nymphet, but she wasn't, she sucked!  I
couldn't stand her and certainly didn't find her attractive.  When
I found out Dominique Swain was going to play Lolita, I thought it
sucked because they should've had a twelve year old.  But now that
I've seen the movie, I think she did tremendous justice to Lolita's
malign nature, and I hated her just as much as in the book.  You
hear 'Lolita' this and 'Lolita' that.. "come and see our beautiful
Loritas!" chimes every second Jap page, as though
it's something to be desired.  Nope; Lolita was conceived to be
an obnoxious little devil, and came out perfectly.  Although I love
Nabikov's writing, and the literary quality of "Lolita", it's not
a story I "like".  In the beginning when I had less understanding of
myself, and less knowledge of the GL world, I related to it; now it
feels as alien as can be.

--

'Daveboy' wrote :
>(can I add - 'Minus 12 - even cooler!!')

'Minus 10 - cooler still!!!'

;)

Although usually your account _would_ make me jealous, the feelings
from my last weekend combined with the anticipation of this
Sunday have rendered me immune :)

Anyway, I'll stop there...

Hope you're all enjoying yourselves immensely.

'Sihme'
-------------------------------------------------------------




ends
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Canada:
----------------------------------------------------------------

_Police, lawyers, pedophiles and others await child porn ruling_

May 2nd, 1999

 VANCOUVER -- Det. Insp. Robert Matthews has heard the
whispers of pedophiles eager for the next step in efforts
to uphold Canada's child porn laws. 

 Like lawyers and police, suspected pedophiles are awaiting
a ruling from three judges of the British Columbia appeal
court on the validity of the section that bans possession
of child pornography. 

 After hearing two days of arguments last week, the judges
retired to begin their deliberations. 

 Their ruling could come at any time. 

 It's likely to detonate a new debate about the 1993
anti-pornography law that was scrutinized in stormy
hearings last week. 

 "I would say there's hardly a pedophile in Canada who is
not aware of this case," says Matthews, head of the child
pornography unit of the Ontario Provincial Police. 

 "Individuals like this pay very strict attention to what
goes on in the media," said Matthews, referring to the
scuttlebutt his 16 officers have picked up in their
undercover work. 

   [ Hi, Rob! ;) ]

 Matthews, considered one of Canada's top experts on
material most Canadians find repulsive, is also interested. 

 He echoes the concerns of many officials when he says some
aspects of enforcement have become uncertain since a B.C.
judge ruled last January the law was an unnecessary
violation of constitutional rights. 

 Police continue to gather evidence. But things get
complicated in court. Some prosecutors are holding off on
cases, awaiting the appeal court ruling. 

 "We have some cases -- I couldn't tell you off the top of
my head how many -- dealing with possession that are being
put on hold, awaiting the outcome of the B.C. Court of
Appeal decision," Matthews said. 

 "Anywhere we have laid a charge of possession, (the Crown)
is simply waiting to see what is going to take place in
B.C." 

 It could be a long wait. 

 The appeal court judges are grappling with the fallout
from the January decision by B.C. Supreme Court Justice
Duncan Shaw that sent shockwaves all the way into the House
of Commons. 

 Shaw dismissed two charges of possession of child
pornography against Vancouver resident John Robin Sharpe, a
retired city planner. 

 Justice Shaw ruled the Criminal Code section barring
possession of such material violates freedom of expression
guarantees in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 

 But the section is crucial to investigators, said
Matthews, who provided an affidavit in support of the law
to the hearing. 

 Some have suggested the law was rushed by a government
eager to clear its legislative agenda before an election. 

 Blais can't reply. 

 He is now a Federal Court judge. He tersely declined
comment on the issue when contacted last week, indicating
his new post bars him from public discussion of such
matters. 

 But others are talking. 

 "Here in Quebec, there are a number of cases where the
Crown and defence have agreed to wait because there's no
point in going ahead," said Isabel Schurman, chair of the
criminal justice section of the Canadian Bar Association. 

 "(Lawyers) who have clients with pending cases for
possession of child pornography may be more pre-occupied
than others, but people are talking about this." 

 In Halifax, Schurman's fellow section member Danny Graham
reports a "wait and see" attitude with the suggestion that
lawyers and judges are waiting for the appeal court ruling. 

 But the Crown is taking a different approach. 

 Crowns are seeking adjournments pending the expected
appeal ruling, says Crown spokesman Geoff Gaul. 

 In cases of multiple charges, such as possession and
distribution, the Crown is seeking to separate the
possession charges. 

 Gaul insists the system is still working. 

 "Naturally, the guidelines will be reviewed as time goes
on to ensure the integrity of the system," says Gaul. 

 Sharpe's own lawyer says the appeal court ruling will set
off a new round of waiting. 

 "There's a probability that whichever party is
unsuccessful will seek leave to appeal to the Supreme Court
of Canada," said Richard Peck. 

--------------------------------------------------------------

   [ Sound nervous, don't they ? ;) ]



Net: 
--------------------------------------------------------------

_Deja News caught storing email records_
                
30th Apr 1999

A popular Usenet search engine that logs users' e-mail 
traffic without their permission has set off still more 
commotion in the seldom-tranquil debate over online 
privacy.

Richard Smith, president of Phar Lap Software Inc. in the
US said Thursday the Deja News Usenet search engine has
been quietly scooping up records of e-mail addresses its
users click on for a year or more. In many cases, the
company can record not just destination but origin of the
e-mails, he said, leaving it with a database of who's
writing whom through its service.

Deja News executives told Smith the data logs are
incidental, and that they have no intention of keeping the
records for any purpose at all. But their very existence on
Deja News servers gives Smith pause. For even if Deja News
never organises the data it has in a meaningful way, others
could.

With nothing more than a subpoena, police, lawyers
representing plaintiffs in divorce cases or other civil
suits -- even government agencies -- might demand those
records, just as special prosecutor Kenneth Starr gained
information about the bookstore purchases of Monica
Lewinsky. "We don't know exactly what they're doing with
those (addresses)," Smith said. "I think there are some
real problems here. In some ways, I don't think they
understand what they've created."

Embarrassing as the revelation may be, the timing couldn't
be worse. Dozens of bills designed to regulate online
privacy await action in the US House of Representatives and
the Senate, while industry representatives engage in what
some say is a last-ditch effort to regulate themselves
before government steps in. "It looks like the pipes are
leaking," said Marc Rotenberg, director of the Electronic
Privacy Information Centre in Washington, D.C.

--------------------------------------------------------------



UK:
--------------------------------------------------------------

2nd May 1999

_BBC blamed after riot police called to leisure park_
      
RIOT POLICE with dogs were called to a seaside amusement 
park when a promise of free admission during a BBC film 
shoot sparked a mass invasion by school children.

 The amusement park, which features white-knuckle rides, a
miniature railway and a "Kiddies' Kingdom", had promised
free admission between 10am and 5pm to ensure a crowd
during filming. A press release said: "Pleasure Island is
opening its doors to all, for free! Guests can pack as much
merriment and spine-tingling excitement into the day as
they can possibly handle."

 Hundreds of schoolchildren skipped lessons to take advantage 
of the offer of free fun at Pleasure Island in Cleethorpes,
Lincolnshire, during filming last week for Out And About, 
a BBC regional leisure programme.

 Staff at the park, which can hold 4,000 visitors, were
unprepared for the huge influx. As they struggled to stem
the tide and the crowd grew angry, police were called to
take control. Local education officials said the offer of
free admission on Tuesday had encouraged truancy. An
estimated 2,000 pupils were absent from 12 local schools.

 A spokesman for Humberside Police said a riot van and a
team of officers, including dog handlers, were sent to
control the crowd. "We received a call at 4pm from the
amusement park authorities that a number of children were
still trying to get into the park and they were preventing
people from getting out," he said. "By 5pm the situation 
was under control."

--------------------------------------------------------------
 


USA:
--------------------------------------------------------------
                                
_Let's stop isolating geek, Net culture_

By Jon Katz

30th April 1999

Joan McDonald has been a teacher in a New York State
suburban public high school for nearly three decades.
"While deeply saddened by the tragedy in Littleton," she
wrote on April 27, "I am appalled at the resulting backlash
our students are forced to suffer" in the wake of the
Littleton massacre.
 
The last thing we need in the 20th Century, she wrote, is
another witchhunt.
 
But that's what we're getting. McDonald described what
hundreds of other teachers, administrators and students
have been reporting all week - an assault on speech, dress,
behavior or values that the media, politicians and some
educators deem uncomfortably different, aka geek, nerd,
Goth, the usual labels.
 
In a Gallup poll this week, 82% of Americans surveyed said
the Internet was at least partly to blame for the Colorado
killings. And schools across the country were banning
trench coats, backpacks, black clothing, white make-up,
Goth music, computer gaming shirts and symbols. They
installed hotlines and "concern" boxes for anonymous "tips"
about the behavior of non-mainstream students. Kids who
talked openly about anger and alienation, or who confessed
thoughts of revenge or fantasies of violence against people
who'd been tormenting and excluding them, were hauled off
to counselors.
 
Thus the students already at risk, already suffering, have
become suspects, linked in various thoughtless ways to mass
murder and - consequently - more alienated than before.
 
"I just came right now from the counselor's office,"
e-mailed DrgnD. "I scored a thousand. I had on a long coat,
was wearing black and loudly told the jerk sitting next to
me that I'd do my best to kill him if he ever called me a
'trenchcoat freak' again. I am now officially on probation.
He is not."
 
Among the many other consequences of the Columbine High
School tragedy: the cost of being different just went up.
 
Take the Goths, one of the distinct subcultures singled out
by the press and linked to the Littleton bloodbath.
Gothwalker says he wrote his principal after his school
made plans to ban black clothing, trench coats and Marilyn
Manson music. Goths have been e-mailing me for months now.
 
One of the most individualistic, interesting, and yes,
gloomy subcultures, Goth is a style - of music, dress,
state of mind. In general, Goths wear black, hang out on
the Net, experiment with androgynous styles, are sometimes
drawn to piercings, tattoos and white makeup; and love
Bauhaus, Sisters of Mercy and the Cure. Among their
cherished authors are Sartre, Burroughs, Shelley and Poe.
Fascinated with death (a taboo in the media and certainly
in schools, along with sex and the open discussion of
religion), Goths see it as a part of life.
 
In general, though, Goths do not hurt people. They brood;
they emote; but the idea that they are murderous is a
cultural libel.
 
One of the educational system's pervasive responses to
Littleton was to lecture oddballs and geeks about the
importance of not slaughtering others. One thing geeks and
nerds hardly need is patronizing, offensive lessons about
the importance of not committing massacres. They're
probably one of the least likely cultures in American life
to commit homicide; their weapons of choice are electronic
flames, not machineguns.
 
Of the thousands of e-mail messages I got this week (4,000
between Friday, April 23, and Wednesday, April 28, is my
best guess), not one advocated violence or supported
assault, murder or revenge.
 
Although many expressed sympathy for the killers as well as
the victims in Littleton (unlike, say, *Time* magazine,
which accompanied cover photos of the killers with the
headline, "The Monsters Next Door"), no one threatened
violence, supported it, or approved of it.
 
But the stories of physical, verbal, emotional and
administrative abuse that came pouring in were stunning, a
scandal for an educational system that makes much noise
about wholesomeness and safety, but has turned a blind eye
for years to the persecution of individualistic and
vulnerable students.
 
The "Voices from the Hellmouth" series I wrote for
Slashdot, an open-source Web site, and _*free!*_ this week
demonstrated the power of interactivity and connectivity.
Kids passed it around to one another, to parents, friends,
teachers and guidance counselors.
 
"My seventeen-year-old son handed me a printout of your
Littleton article," wrote Bagatti. "No one seems to think
that peer abuse is real or damaging. I would like to see
any adult report for work and be taunted, humiliated,
harassed, and degraded every single day without going
stark, raving mad. Human beings are not wired for abuse."
 
One of the clear messages from all of the e-mail was that
it's time, long overdue, for geeks and nerds and the
assorted "others" of the world to assert themselves, to
begin defining and standing up for their rights, perhaps
with the help of the communicative possibilities of the
Net. And to begin the work of restructuring American
schools - barely changed in generations despite the ongoing
Information Revolution - and their frequently warped
procedures, infrastructure and value systems.
 
At the very top of the agenda: Freedom from abuse,
humiliation and cruelty. Geeks, nerds, and oddballs have
the right to attend school in safety. Teachers and
administrators have an obligation to make dignity for
everybody - not just the popular and the conventional - an
urgent educational concern, in the same way they've taken
on racism and other forms of bigotry.
 
Geeks who are harassed and humiliated should report the
assaults, and perhaps using the Internet, take their
complaints farther if they are ignored or further
victimized. Online, they can receive support, advice, even
counseling if necessary. Judging from many of my e-mail
messages, it is.
 
Each generation has the right to determine its own culture.
Culture isn't just symphony orchestras, movies about dead
British royalty and hard-bound books. For some, culture is
now also gaming, Web sites, chat and messaging systems, TV
shows, music and movies.
 
No generation has the right to dictate to another what its
culture ought to be, or to degrade its choices as stupid
and offensive. Yet geek and nerd culture is continuously
denounced as isolating, addictive and, now, even murderous.
 
Games like Tribe, Unreal, Quake, even The Legend of Zelda,
and yes, Doom, can be astoundingly creative, challenging
and imaginative. They are often demanding, played in
communal and interactive ways. Some people may be
uncomfortable with some of their imagery.
 
But youth culture has frequently been offensive to adults -
that's often the point - and culture has always evolved.
Adults seem to have no memories of their own early lives.
Early rock and roll was likened to medieval plagues by the
clueless journalists and nervous educators of the time.
Now, next to some extreme forms of hip-hop, Chuck Berry
seems as dangerous as Beethoven.
 
Adolescence is a surreal world: Kids who don helmets and
practice banging into one another for hours each week are
deemed healthy and wholesome, even heroic. Geeks are
branded strange and anti-social for building and
participating in one of the world's truly revolutionary new
cultures - the Internet and the World Wide Web.
 
Or for being isolated or lacking school spirit. Or for
listening to industrial music or wearing odd clothes. But
perhaps geek kids are isolated partly because schools don't
provide them with any means of connecting.
 
Educators need to radically expand their notions of what
culture is, and to reconsider the messages of disdain they
continuously send some of their potentially most creative
students.
 
Inhabitants of a new world, with a new culture, geeks often
find that the old symbols don't work for them - pep
rallies, proms, assemblies, etc. In fact, scholars like
Janet Murray of MIT (*Hamlet on the Holodeck*) are
beginning to explore the ways in which interactivity and
representational writing and thinking may be changing 
the very neural systems of the young.

Instead of banning Doom and Quake, schools should be
forming Doom and Quake clubs, presided over by teachers who
actually know something about the online world (my e-mail
indicates that there's one frustrated geek on the faculty
in most schools). Any school with a football team ought to
have a computer gaming, Web design or programming team as
well. Geeks ought to see their interests represented in
educational settings, not simply to feel pushed to the
margins of everyone else's. When these new interests and
values are recognized and institutionalized, geek kids may
have more status, and feel less like aliens in their own
schools.
 
Schools need to provide choices. Educators love to talk
empowerment, but few seem to grasp what it means. Geek kids
are not, in general, docile and obedient; their subculture
is argumentative and outspoken. Online, each person makes
his or her own rules, goes where he or she wants to go.
Increasingly, it's a difficult transition between
free-wheeling cyberspace and the oppressive, rule-bound Old
Fartism that dominates American education.
 
"School sucks," e-mailed Jane from Florida. "It's run like
a police state, and it's boring and clueless."
 
Kids raised in interactive environments - with zappers,
Nintendos, computers, sophisticated games - complain that
they sometimes struggle in environments where adults stand
for hours droning at them about passive things. This
doesn't mean they are dumb, just different. Their digital
world is much more vital, colorful and engaging that their
educational one.
 
Geeks are used to choice, a landmark cultural and political
issue for them. It's the responsibility of schools to
create more challenging and interactive environments for
its students - a benefit for all younger people who need to
learn how to analyze, how to question, how to reach
decisions, not just how to take notes and then check the
right boxes on the midterm.
 
And: freedom. Why does the First Amendment end at the
school door, when many kids, especially geeks, have spent
much of their lives in the freest part of American culture
- the Internet? Online, people can speak about anything:
Dump on God, talk about sex, flame pundits, express
themselves politically and rebelliously. In school, no one
can.
 
Geeks, perhaps more accustomed to free expression than
their non-wired peers, increasingly and disturbingly refer
to schools as "fascistic" environments in which they are
censored and oppressed. All kids can't have absolute
freedom all the time, but many kids, especially older ones
raised in the Digital Age, need more than they're getting.
Without it, they will become increasingly alienated.
 
A gaming Web site like PlanetQuake gets more than 70,000
visitors a day; Planet Halflife gets about 30,000. GameSpy,
which helps gamers connect to local games, draws between
60,000 and 80,000. Estimates of online gamers in the United
States alone run as high as 20 million people. The
half-baked notion that this activity sparks kids to grab
lethal weapons and murder their peers sends a particular
kind of message to the millions of kids gaming on and
offline - that the people responsible for educating and
protecting them (politicians, therapists, journalists,
educators) have no idea what they are talking about, and
are posturing in the most ignorant and self-serving ways.
It's hard to imagine a more alienating lesson for the young
than that.
 
Finally: Access to popular culture and to the Internet
isn't a privilege. It's a right. For many kids, the Net
isn't alienation, but its alternative; it's their
intellectual, social, cultural and political wellspring.
They need it to learn, to feel safe and connected, and to
function economically, socially and politically in the next
century. Obviously, no rights come without responsibilities
- and those should be spelled out both in schools and in
families. But access to the Net and to other facets of
one's culture ought not be a toy that parents and teachers
are willing to dispense to "good" and "normal" boys and
girls. For many kids, it's their lifeblood, and it
shouldn't be restricted, withdrawn or used manipulatively
except under the most serious circumstances.
 
It already seems clear from the stories coming out of
Colorado that the two young killers were severely
disturbed, victims of mental illness about which we know,
to date, very little. The media roadshow - increasingly our
leading transmitter of national hysterias - that quickly
engulfs stories like these demands answers, and has an
endless supply of experts happy to go on TV and supply them.
 
But Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold, along with the
completely innocent people that they slaughtered, are also
victims deserving of compassion. Their illnesses may or may
not have been exacerbated by social cruelty and alienation,
they may or may not have been affected by access to violent
imagery and/or lethal weaponry. We may never be able to
answer the questions their act has provoked. Human minds,
for all we're learning about them, sometimes remain
mysterious, human acts inexplicable.
 
Reading all these messages this week, I've been overwhelmed 
by the outpouring of suffering generated by the experience 
of going to school, and by the brutal price people have 
paid and are paying for being different. Few people commit 
violence in schools, but way too many have fantasized about 
it.
 
These messages were, in different ways, all saying the same
thing. A humane society truly concerned about its children
would worry less about oddballs, computer games and
clothing, and more about creating the kind of schools kids
would never dream of blowing up.

--------------------------------------------------------------




Book notes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

Naomi Wood.  _Creating the Sensual Child: Paterian Aesthetics 
and Oscar Wilde's Fairy Tales_ -- Conference paper: _Out of 
Bounds: Danger and Delight in Children's  Literature_, Luton, 
United Kingdom, July 11, 1998.

Anne-Marie Kinahan.  _Politicians, Police, Pedophiles and 
Perverts: A Critical Analysis of Media Commentary on 
"The Ordeal of Eli Langer"_ (1996)

 (Langer is a Canadian artist. His paintings were alleged 
 to be 'child porn' and he was prosecuted - and aquitted.)

Allen J. Frantzen:  _The Role of Children in the 
Regulation of Sexuality in Anglo-Saxon England_
http://www.luc.edu/faculty/afrantz/AllSeafarer/child/frantzen.html

-------------------------------------------------------------



Lyrics:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Band: Mudhoney
Song: She's Just Fifteen

_She's Just Fifteen_
 
I know you're name
 You're stupid, little Bea
 You're just fifteen
 But baby can't you see
 
That I
 Love
 That I'm in love little girl?
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me
 
I'm so lazy
 Don't get out of bed until twelve o'clock
 Got no time for working
 Don't want a job
 
But you
 Know
 That I'm in love little girl
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me
 
Your mom is out
 And your dad is working all night
 If he comes home early
 There's going to be a big fight
 
I'm in
 Love
 Because I love you little girl
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me
 Please, please don't ever cheat on me

-------------------------------------------------------------



From the web:
-------------------------------------------------------------

_Little Girl Dress-Up & Pedophilia_

     Yes, I too like to dress up as a little girl.  I was
teacher's pet; cute little girl, shy, quiet, well-behaved,
and desired by every letch around.  The truth is I miss
being a little girl; to have the power I did when I was
small.  Recently I began using the term "reverse-pedophile"
because I want to be the child rather than the adult.  From
the time I was very small (around two years of age) I
wanted to be sexually active, and from that time through
age four I had three boyfriends.  In fact, I had boyfriends
all through early elementary school and even a girlfriend
at age seven.  However, I always wanted a young man (early
to late twenties) to wine, dine and make love to me. 
Adults under-estimate the intelligence and sexuality of
children.  This society, (American) has for many years,
told us that children cannot be sexual because they are
innocent and incapable of understanding the "ramifications"
of a sexual relationship.  Phooey.  I remember my mind-set
as a child. The only thing I was innocent of was the belief
that sex is bad and "evil."  All I knew was that my parents
and other adults couldn't know because they wouldn't
understand.

    Everyone knows the adage, "I'll show you mine, if you
show me yours," we most likely remember that because most
of us said it as children to other children.  As an adult
now, I have reminded myself that children are just "little
adults" as the Victorian era believed.  True, they do not
have the life experience adults do, but they still
understand.  My first lover was a girl I knew at age seven,
and we spent the entirety of one summer "sleeping over"
every night at one another's houses.  I was an only child
and *very* sheltered and protected (I'm not saying I was
raised poorly, quite the opposite, but I did have a lot of
restrictions on my social actions).  My girlfriend at the
time had many siblings, and to save water, the younger
children had to shower together (my g/f, her two younger
siblings; a girl and a boy).  I felt it was a bit strange
since I had been told unconciously so many times by media
and other sources that this was wrong, but it still felt
comfortable and natural.  Throughout my life, sex and
sensuality were right and natural for me.  I need a great
deal of love and attention and always have (a bit of a ham
and an actress), and these beliefs tie into the reasons I
label myself poly-fidelic.  I'm a high-maitenance girl.

    I do not believe that sexual activity is for every
child (or even most children), but everyone "comes of age"
at different times. I was ready and open to receive the
sexual attention of adults at the age of 8 and in fact
seduced a man in his mid-twenties (yes mom, that was my
idea).  However, I have different views on incest as I am a
survivor of both incest and rape which occured through my
years of 13 and 14. Sexual intercourse and
foreplay/afterplay should be COMPLETELY CONSENTUAL no
matter what age or situation.

    There really are siblings who fall in love with one
another and desire to be with one another as more than
siblings and friends.  In this world, there are a few rare
children who seduce adults.  It's because *they* are
consenting, aware, and understand what they are doing. 
Some people aren't ready until their late teens, and others
not until they're in their 30's.  There are those who are
never ready, and they are right to choose not to engage in
sexual activity.  However, it should be the choice of the
individual to decide at what age they become sexually
active, and I believe such a beautiful act should *never*
be forced or coerced onto someone regardless of age,
gender, and previous experience.

    My desires now are to dress in knee-high socks, little
buckled black shoes, ribbons in my braids, little white
tops, and short skirts with white cotton panties.  I was in
private school all through 8th grade and never once truly
appreciated the outfits I had, but then again they did
their damnedest to keep the uniforms from looking in anyway
sexually appealing.  I love being treated as a little girl
in the sense of being held, protected, and talked to gently
and sweetly.  I am not into "daddies" as I have had my fill
of fathers, but rather I like the mommies out there who
love and protect their "little girl."  At the same time I
can be very maternal and loving to anyone whom I care and
love who needs such nurturing, whether they act as adult or
child does not matter.

    Oh, I added a few links here that relate to the fetish
"plushie" because as a child my giant teddy bears and
life-size Wile E. Coyote became my childhood lovers when I
was without boyfriends and girlfriends.  Even the little
stuffed animals were comforting emotionally and mentally as
well as sexually.  I felt as if I had many lovers and
admirers who did what I wished of them (oh wait, I still
do).  While I no longer use stuffed animals to fill my
sexual void (as there is none), I thought I should pay
tribute to those out there who still find joy in their
abundant attentions.

[links]

-------------------------------------------------------------



Humor:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Dear Abby, 
        
        I am facing a very serious problem. You see, I am a
Vietnam-era deserter from the U. S. Marines, and I have a
cousin who works for Microsoft. My mother peddles pedophile
literature to Girl Scouts and my father (a former dentist)
is in jail for 30 years for molesting most of his patients
while they were under anesthesia.
        
The sole supports of our large family, including myself and
my $500-a-week heroin habit, are my uncle (master pick-
pocket, Benny "The Fingers"), my 70-year-old aunt Hester 
(a shoplifter), and my two kid sisters, who are well-known 
kid-porn actresses.
        
My problem is this: I have just gotten engaged to the most
beautiful, sweetest girl in the world. She is just sweet
sixteen, and we are going to marry as soon as she can
escape from reform school.

To support ourselves, we are going to move to Mexico and
start a fake Aztec souvenir factory staffed by child
labor. We look forward to bringing our kids into the
family business.
        
But I am worried that my family will not make a good
impression on hers. In your opinion, should I, or 
shouldn't I, tell her about my cousin who works for 
Microsoft?
        
Sincerely,

        Should I Be Honest?

        Winn Schwartau

-------------------------------------------------------------
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'C.L. Wheels' (formerly 'Beamish') writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Greetings everyone! What a wonderful night I just had. I had just
finished my laundry when I saw 10-year old "C" and 6-year-old "J"
outside playing with two other very cute young girls about 6 and 9.
As I had taken pictures of them ("J" and "C") and some of their
friends last month, I took this opportunity to show them the
pictures. This turned out into an eventful evening with more picture
taking and having all but "C" push me in a wheelchair up and down
the sidewalks in our apartment complex. One would be in back pushing
while the other was in front pulling. *SIGH* I played with them for
about 45 minutes and then got pretty tired so I went inside and
immediately got online to write this story. They're great little
girls and I hope I get more chances to do this in the future! I was
just happy that "J's" mom was not at home. Although she and I are
friendly, she *is* the manager of the complex and I don't want to
get in trouble with her. I also got to know "C's" new boyfriend and
one of "J's" brothers.

Yes "C" has a boyfriend, so it looks like I will refrain from
telling her that I have feelings for her other than friendship. 
But who cares really. I had a blast tonight and none of it involved
sexual or romantic intimacy. :-)

I have been thinking lately about my nickname here, and 'Beamish'
really doesn't fit. Thank you Ianthe, however, for picking a
nickname for me way back when in my very first post, as I had
forgotten to. So, with Ianthe's permission, I would like to change
my nickname to ' C.L. Wheels'. I think it's more appropriate. (C.L.
stands for Child Lover :)) I thought of taking the nick 'The Pedo
Formerly Known as Beamish', but it was rather long. *ROFL* Just
kidding!

I hope everyone's day was as bright as mine was. *Hugs*

'C.L. Wheels'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'Beamish' wrote:
>I have only had one lg girlfriend in my life and that went far beyond 
>what it should have and in the end both she and I suffered because 
>of it. I just hope to this day she doesn't hate me for the things that 
>transpired in that relationship.

I had a similar experience with a girl many years ago and I
ended up praying that she would not be 'psychologically scarred'
because of the affection I showed her. That was all I knew at the
time. She has since grown up and is a very happy, well adjusted
teenager. I'm glad I was wrong. If we refuse to show love to these
girls then everyone will lose out. We all need love. Don't you think
that she will remember you? There is no way of knowing who you
will fall in love with or how it will turn out. This is true of adult
relationships as well. There is always a possibility that things will
not work out but we should still try and be friends whenever
possible. Perhaps we have learned to be a little more discerning
by our mistakes but we are still who we are and some children actually
appreciate that :-)

'Sanctuary'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'The Fairy Knight'
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all,

Summer soon begins! Bathing suits, shorts, t-shirts!
Ahhh, life is good. I recently read the novel _Dune_ again. Not
that much GL type stuff, but Alia is kind of fun. For those of 
you who have not read Dune, Alia is the main character's
little sister. She is rather gifted in a bizzare sort of way.

  [ Ianthe comments: does anyone know if there's any 
    girl-interest in Neal Stephenson's new SF/cyber/crypto
    novel, _Cryptonomicon_ ?, as there was in his _Snow Crash_
    and _The Diamond Age_ ?]

Just a few comments:
>But anyway, what I'm saying is 
>that if you're bogged down with morals then you'll never be able 
>to flow with the universe's subtle changes.

yes, but morality can be so much fuunnn!!!!!!!!

There has been kind of an impromptue debate going 
around about actual intimate contact with little ones (i.e. sexual 
contact.) I thought I might mention that this kind of thing is totally
situational. About the question as to wether kids can handle sex,
I sure hope they can! Why? Becaus they do it all the time! If you're
surprised I said that, I'm very disapointed in you. I'm not trying 
to be sick minded or anything. Ask you average psychologist how common
child sex play is. The answer is generaly "very." I'm not talking about 
relations with adults eather. So look at it this way. They will or not,
whether we involve ourselves or not. So the question of whether
they are interested or capable of comprehending is rather moot.

The issue is "is this a good idea in this situation at this time with 
this person?" The answer, at least for me, is what will lead to the
greatest happiness for both of us, mostly for her. This is my ideal.
"[We] are that we might have joy."

'The Fairy Knight'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Observer' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'?' wrote:  
>  Hi all,
>  
>  I hope everyone is well.  I haven't had the time lately to 
>  read all the postings - sorry ! I wonder if anyone knows the 
>  title of a film that has school girls at a lake or river 
>  stripping off and jumping in.  It may be French ?!  They 
>  look to be pre-teen or early teens, in blue uniforms... I'd 
>  love to find out what the film was.....Well, take care, keep 
>  smiling. :)
>  
>  '?'
>  -------------------------------------------------------------

Ianthe commented:
  
>     [ David Hamilton ? ]
  
The movie '?' is looking for is "Bilitis" from David Hamilton. Film 
clips of that movie have been popping up everywhere lately.

--

To 'Rasputin's Dog'

It's just my opinion but the consensus is that Lolita was the antagonist of 
the movie. She not only seduced him and used him but she also demanded money 
and special treatment for her sexual favors. He did make many mistakes and 
especially misleading her about her mothers death. He should have went to the 
camp and made a big deal out of the incident and said that he loved Lo and 
wanted to help her cope with the loss. It would not only have made him look 
like a caring father it would have set a precedent of him being there for 
her. Still I feel that Lo was mainly responsible for the bad events occurring.

--

One question for the group -

There are two spelling pedophile and paedophile. I was wondering how it is 
pronounced in the rest of the world. In America we spell pedo and say it like 
that, ped. Do other countries pronounce the a making it more like pay - do - 
phile?

--

One more question -

Everyone help me on this. I like the magazine Vogue Bambini and I read 
in the posting about Australia's Studio Bambini. What other magazines 
are good? I'm having trouble locating anything here in the US. We have 
many teen and preteen oriented magazines but they lack any good 
photography. What we need is a good fashion magazine or at least a 
youth magazine with a large fashion section. Does anybody know what 
magazine fashion designers like Calvin Kline for Kids would advertise 
in. 

'Observer'
----------------------------------------------------------------------

  [ Vogue Bambini ] 



'Moonmin' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear All,

'Sihme's' post, debunking the 'innocence' of childhood, was right on target.
I've always disliked this sentimental, loaded word, because it implies that
someone else who comes into contact with that 'innocent' child must somehow be
'guilty'. (Why should we feel guilty for feelings of love and desire?) What
people usually mean when they use the word 'innocence' is 'inexperience'.

Sometimes I think that many adults (even one or two on this list) suffer from
some sort of collective amnesia about their own childhood (either that or they
led extremely closeted lives). Don't we recall just how cruel children can be,
and how we had this insatiable curiosity about sex? To consider ourselves as
'innocent' is quite laughable when we think objectively about it, and me and
my friends were not tearaways. We were certainly inexperienced though, at
least in the early days.

As for children not understanding 'love'. I can remember my first day at
school aged 5, and I most definitely fell in love with a little girl that very
day! I felt that way about her for a whole year or two, though of course I was
always unable to express my feelings. Anyway, I didn't know how to. I was
inexperienced! Also very shy, especially with her. 30 years on, and I STILL
remember that little girl's full name, though the memory of her face has
faded, sadly. My little sister also used to tell me of her love for boys, and
often for men, ever since she was about 7. Our parents never said anything
about sex. My sister and I got neither encouragement nor criticism. Therefore,
thinking back, we grew up at a good time (late 60's, early 70's) when our
feelings and fantasies where allowed to grow freely and NATURALLY without the
influence of sexual propaganda. I consider my childhood to be the most
important time of my life, and I do NOT consider my childhood feelings less
valid than my adult feelings!

So please don't belittle children by saying they are too young for 'adult'
feelings, and that they have to be protected from their own "under-developed
sense of morality". Adults set lousy moral examples, anyway. Treating girls
like non-sexual 'angels' is very noble, but ignores the fact that they are
flesh and blood creatures with the same desires and feelings that we all have,
only with less experience. Putting girls on the pedestal of 'innocence' and
turning them into a religion is pointless. Give them a chance to experience
life. Respect them, listen to them, treat them seriously, and love them. They
will discover sex in their own time.

'Moonmin'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Just a Writer' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

This isn't a "typical" post, and if it feels out of place, please let me
know.  I've lurked here a while, and I've posted in the past under a
different nom de newsgroup, but I'm taking a different role with this.

I'm a published writer of many different things, some of them for kids,
some of them about kids.  I'm the father of a 6-year-old and I do work in
personal storytelling with elementary- and middle-school students.  I'm
currently working on a timely book about 'violence, fantasy, and
selfhood in a world of fear', in collaboration with a psychologist friend.

Its thesis, basically, is that we as a society have become so terrified of
change and unpredictability that we've focused our fears on children, and
on the "dark" sides of our own psyches as manifested in children's natural
angers and fantasies.  In short, we live in such dread of our children
going "bad" -- and, implicitly, of them asserting their developing
selfhoods -- that we've developed an utterly unreasonable fear of violent
fantasy, conflictive entertainment, and rough play.  We could take a lot 
of the REAL violence out of the world, and help our children become much
stronger people, if we could just legitimize their rage and desire for
power.  Just help them integrate that "bad" stuff into whole selves.

  [ Or better still, get to the root of the problem (if it exists) 
    and identify and then take away or mitigate what causes their 
    rage/desire? Lack of sexual love is probably one cause. ]

The book's coming out well, has found some interest among editors, and
looks likely to be published.  But as I work on it I'm already thinking
ahead to the next project.  I'm toying with an idea I call "Body of Fear,"
taking the same ideas about our fear of children and their potential but
extending them to the sexual realm.  We fear children going "violent," but
we also fear them going "sexual."  We fear adults "bringing" sexuality to
kids, and kids stirring sexuality in adults.  We fear teenagers having sex.
I think much of the focus in recent years on the "crisis" in female
adolescence is based on real outcomes, but a lot of it is also based on our
own terrified realization that 13- and 14-year-old girls are having sex;
and that, though we do everything we can not to admit it, they're doing it
largely because they LIKE it.

To help me with the research, provide broader insights, and give me a
certain academic validity, I've already lined up a female psychologist who
specializes in adolescent female development and a female lit professor
who's done a lot of work on changing paradigms of the body, gender, and so
on.  This looks like it could be a good, challenging book.  Maybe picking
up where James Kincaid almost went, but going deeper with it.

I'm not coming to ASGL with any specific agenda or questionnaire, at least
not yet.  I just wanted to let everyone here know that such an idea's in
development and see what various people thought about it.  Very little of
the book will be about "pedophilia" per se, although the topic will have to
be touched upon.  More relevant to the topic are the world's hysteria ABOUT
pedophilia, the bizarre efforts to demonize and destroy it, and the
tentative signs (like the recent APA report that Laura Schlessinger
attacked so fiercely) that a change in attitude might be coming.  More
broadly, the book will attack the idea of "innocence" and asexual
childhood, which a number of ASGL members have written about very lucidly.

Any comments you may have about what needs to be said, what hasn't been
said, what you're afraid will be said, what comes up for you when you hear
about a book like this, whatever, will be very helpful.  I'd also love to
quote ASGL postings on occasion, but I don't know if that will feel like a
violation.

  [ I would not be happy with that unless I get proof e-copies
    of the relevant section, to 'OK' it before publication, 
    sorry. ]

I'm also wondering where else I can get dialogues going about this.  I 
know ASGL, I know UDN, and I know a couple of binary newsgroups, but 
that's all so far.

  [ BoyChat will give you reams of material, I'm sure...

    http://www.ivan.net/bc/boychat.shtml ]


Thanks,

'Just a Writer'
-------------------------------------------------------------------------
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   [ Press cuttings round-up ]

UK: _Lock up your daughters! (magazines)_
UK: _Parliament: The good doctor offers a lesson in sexual politics_
USA: _'Private' mailboxes no longer private under new rules_
USA: _California's treatment of sex criminals troubles experts_ 
USA: _Landmark Ruling on Encryption - covered by 1st Amendment_
USA: _Tweens: Ten Going On Sixteen_



UK:
-------------------------------------------------------------

_Lock up your daughters! (magazines)_

  MAGAZINES aimed at teenage girls are pornographic 
"instruments of evil" which encourage promiscuity, 
damage public morality and advance an "anything goes" 
view of life, according to a church report published 
today.
 
The report, by the Roman Catholic church in Scotland, 
tells Bishops to urge parents to be "vigilant" about 
what their teenage daughters are reading in a leaflet 
to be distributed during Mass a week next Sunday.

Although the magazines might include features on
celebrities, health and beauty, it is the articles on
relationships that are causing the bishops most concern. 

"It is the view of the commission that some elements 
of the new generation of teenage magazines can be 
correctly termed pornographic," says the report.

"We urge young people to refuse to buy material which 
is exploitative, confusing and immoral."

However, a spokeswoman for London-based EMAP Elan, which
publishes _Just Seventeen_ and _Bliss_, denied that the
magazines were being sold by using inappropriate sexual
material.

"The articles in our magazines are certainly not
titillating. They are primarily written to educate 
people," she said. 

-------------------------------------------------------------




UK:
-------------------------------------------------------------

May 5 1999     


_PARLIAMENT: The good doctor offers a lesson in sexual politics_

    SEX reared its head in the Commons yesterday. MPs were
reassembling after their holiday weekend, and the weirdest
fantasies seemed to plague them.

It was Evan Harris (Lib Dem, Oxford West &Abingdon) who got
them going. With his darkly Faustian good looks and earnest
drone, Dr Harris can seldom resist a debate in which
relationships, stress, counselling or sexuality feature.
Does "Dr" indicate his status as the young Agony Uncle of
Liberal Democracy? Whatever the topic, Dr Evan seems to
care.

The topic was sex education in schools, and the good doctor
was proposing a Bill of his own to provide for this. Or,
rather, more of it, for as Dr Harris acknowledged sex
education is already offered to young people.

But not young enough, he felt. He wanted what he called
"sex and relationships education" for seven-year-olds. The
evidence the MP adduced in favour of this was the increase
in the number of under-age pregnancies.

"At seven?" shouted incredulous Tories. But Dr Harris
ploughed on. He offered figures for pregnancies among the
under-16s.

The statistics were worrying but the argument begged two
questions, neither of which would the MP address. First,
were under-age girls getting pregnant because they knew too
little about sex - or too much? Second, what had this to do
with seven-year-olds?

Children were being left in the dark, he said. At "Key
Stage One" a young person should be taught in school "the
difference between good and bad touch".

On the bench, Ann Widdecombe, the Tories' Chief Health
Spokesman, bristled. Try bad touch - whatever that is -
with Miss Widdecombe and you invite a split lip.

Dr Harris understates the scale of national ignorance. Your
sketchwriter is 49, has not the least idea what Key Stage
One is, and is baffled at the terms "good" and "bad" touch.
Rather like Moliere's Bourgeois Gentleman who was so
impressed to learn that he had been talking prose all his
life, I await the empowering discovery that I have passed
Key Stage One (even Two?) and have been experiencing good
(even bad?) touch all my life.

And this MP surely misreads child psychology. If, when I
was a boy, any straitlaced old fuddy-duddy of a
schoolteacher had told me in tones hushed with horror 
that I should at all costs avoid "bad" touch, I should 
have charged straight out of the playground, agog - and
determined to find bad touch before tea.

But Dr Harris was untroubled by such doubts. He commended
The Netherlands to MPs. There, he claimed, it is at "a
later age when they become engaged in sex". He seemed to
think this was because of sex education. Dr Harris did not
consider the possibility that fewer young Dutch people find
each other irresistible than is the case in other nations. 

Dr Harris was opposed by Shaun Woodward (Conservative,
Witney) whose short speech on "the innocence of childhood"
hovered perilously close to sententiousness. "Sex is a
complicated matter," he advised MPs. The ravaged features
of some of his senior colleagues bore eloquent testimony to
this truth. Their own educations in the difference between
good and bad touch have been mightily assisted by the
_News of the World_ [muck-raking UK tabloid newspaper]. 
"Sadly," sighed Mr Woodward, "the days of talking about 
the stork are gone."

Young John Bercow (Conservative, Buckingham), who is still
awaiting Key Stage One, looked astonished - and dismayed.
Mr Bercow is 36.

------------------------------------------------------------



USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

_'Private' mailboxes no longer private under new rules_

 SACRAMENTO -- New postal regulations will make private
mailboxes "private" no more, may endanger individual
safety, and represent another government attack on privacy
that should not be tolerated, the Libertarian Party of
California announced today.

"Why must government continue to erode individual privacy?"
asked Libertarian state chair Mark Hinkle. "What's next?
Eliminating unlisted phone numbers? Criminalizing the use
of pseudonyms?"

Under the new rules, published in the March 25th Federal
Register, private mailbox customers will now be required to
show two forms of ID -- including one with a photo -- when
applying to rent, and mail delivered to private mailboxes
must bear a new address designation, "PMB," or risk being
undelivered. The rules went into effect April 26th.

According to the Postal Service, the new rules are designed
to combat mail fraud. But that sounds eerily like another
recent government proposal, Hinkle noted. "It's 'Know Your
Customer' all over again. The government just keeps wanting
to invade our privacy."

"Know Your Customer" was the name given to proposed
government regulations that would have required banks to
develop profiles on every customer and report suspicious
banking activity to the government. Thanks to a campaign
led by the Libertarian Party, the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation rescinded the proposed rules in March. 

But the similarities remain:

* The postal regulations will increase the burden on
"Commercial Mail Receiving Agencies" -- or CMRAs as private
mailbox businesses like Mailboxes Etc. are known -- by
making them responsible for verifying the customer's
identity. 

"Mailbox companies have an interest in reducing fraud but
not in inconveniencing customers," said Hinkle. "Their
employees should not have to act as deputies for the Postal
Service." 

* The rules will eliminate the privacy enjoyed by CMRA
customers -- and may endanger some of them. 

"Private mailbox renters often have very good reasons for
keeping a low profile, such as battered spouses in hiding,
celebrities, and law enforcement officers who want to keep
their home addresses confidential," Hinkle pointed out.
"The Postal Service is literally endangering these
individuals." 

Small businesses started in a home or a garage may rent a
private box to give the appearance of having a physical
office. "Thanks to the PMB designation, all that privacy is
now gone and those businesses will probably suffer as a
result," said Hinkle. 

Even worse, anyone -- not just the police -- can request to
see a customer's application information if that customer
is doing or soliciting business from their private mailbox. 

* Most troubling, the regulations operate under the
assumption that the customer is guilty until proven
innocent. 

"Just like with 'Know Your Customer,' the Postal Service is
depriving the many of their liberties for the sake of a
very small few lawbreakers. The problem is, criminals do
not follow the law and will find ways around these rules
while law-abiding customers are forced to sacrifice their
privacy," charged Hinkle.

There's one crucial difference between "Know Your Customer"
and the new postal regulations: whereas "Know Your
Customer" was a proposed rule, the Postal Service has
already adopted the new rules, having first proposed them
in August, 1997.

"With 8,645 regulations adopted in the last two years, it's
easy to see how this one slipped through the cracks,"
Hinkle concluded. "Libertarians denounce the new postal
regulations and call on Congress to recognize the erosion
of American privacy -- and to stop it before privacy goes
the way of the Pony Express." 

------------------------------------------------------------



USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

_California's treatment of sex criminals troubles experts_ 

May 8th 1999

Each room holds a single bed. There are some potted plants, 
and walls papered with glossy pictures ripped from magazines. 
At first glance, it could be a college dorm.

But the tiny, beige rooms at Atascadero State Hospital have
barred windows and doors that lock from the outside.

Tucked among rolling hills and a dozen wineries midway
between Los Angeles and San Francisco, Atascadero is the
institution California has chosen for its experiment 
with sex criminals.

Rather than set child molesters free after they serve their 
sentences, the state locks them inside this mental hospital 
for at least two more years, extendable if a judge or jury 
so decides. 

When the law was passed in 1995, critics said it was
tantamount to allowing indefinite detention. But the
California Supreme Court ruled in January that the it does
not violate criminals' rights. The U.S. Supreme Court also
has found that such programs, now in place in 14 states,
are constitutional.

But these rulings haven't settled the debate between
supporters of the system, and those who think it smacks of
locking 'em up and throwing away the key.

"It's a misuse of psychiatry," said Dr. Howard Zonana, a
Yale University psychiatry professor who studied the issue
for five years for the American Psychiatric Association. 
It's tantamount to "lifelong preventive confinement after
prison," he said. "Once they get in, it's very hard to get
out."

Jean Matulis, a Monterey County lawyer who represents
several men at Atascadero, says many of her clients who
deserve another chance are losing hope.

"A lot of these people have made mistakes, they've served
their time and they're not being given a second chance,"
she said. "A lot of people wouldn't be unhappy if they were
locked up forever."

The men attend group counseling sessions similar to 
Alcoholics Anonymous. Clinicians monitor their sexual 
arousal to stimuli such as children, violence or bondage 
fantasies, using devices attached to the penis to 
measure blood flow and size.  Patients are told to sniff 
ammonia during sexual fantasies. Some also receive 
drugs such as Depo-Provera to depress sexual appetite.

According to California's Department of Mental Health, of
the 2,454 convicts who have been considered for treatment
at Atascadero since the law changed, 276 met the criteria.

Of these eligible inmates, only 34 were set free, the DMH 
says.

Of the remaining 242, 151 were committed to Atascadero, and
91 still await a ruling by a judge or jury.

Once committed, the first phase of an inmate's treatment 
is the standard re-educational therapy and group counseling. 
But in the next stage participants must sign an agreement 
that anything they say in therapy may be used against them 
in court. So an inmate who has already served his time for 
one crime, and has been re-imprisoned without trial, may 
find himself being prosecuted all over again for another 
crime, or ruining his chance of a successful appeal.

"If they don't go along with the treatment, they're
labelled 'noncooperative'. If they go along with the 
treatment, they open themselves up to more prosecution," 
attorney Matulis said. 

Some inmates agreed.

"They're all afraid if they put their name on a release
form, they're going to be held responsible" and reduce the
chances of release, a 50-year-old twice-convicted child
molester from Orange County said by telephone.

So far, no one has completed the treatment program and been
set free.

Meanwhile, each inmate of Atascadero costs the state about
$107,000 a year, five times more than for a regular
convict.

Despite the high costs, 13 other states - Arizona, Florida,
Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Washington and
Wisconsin - have jumped at courts' invitation to lock up 
sex offenders without trial.

The therapists at Atascadero agree that there are no
guarantees - at best, the criminals' deviant desires can
merely be curbed, their risk of committing new crimes
reduced.

------------------------------------------------------------

[ Ianthe's note: there are advanced plans in the USA for a
  major conference in the Fall (Autumn), provisionally 
  titled _The Child Sex Panic and Dealing with Sex Offenders_
  Watch for the flyer here, once there are more details. ]



USA / crypto:
------------------------------------------------------------

_Landmark Ruling on Encryption_

6th May 1999

Privacy-preserving encryption software is protected by the
First Amendment and can be freely shipped overseas, a
federal appeals court ruled in a landmark decision Thursday
that dealt a bitter setback to the Clinton administration. 

Saying President Clinton's executive order limiting the
export of data-scrambling software for national security
reasons strikes "deep into the heartland of the First
Amendment," a 9th US Circuit Court of Appeals panel ruled 2
to 1 that the regulation was unconstitutional. 

The decision applies only to human-readable "source code", 
not off-the-shelf executable programs. 

------------------------------------------------------------



Australia:
------------------------------------------------------------

4th May 1999

PROPOSED federal laws to stop pornography on the
Internet would utterly fail to halt the spread of illegal
material, a Senate inquiry heard yesterday.

The Senate inquiry, established to appease morals crusader
Independent Senator Brian Harradine, is investigating
proposed methods of blocking the supply of pornography to
Internet users.

But technology experts compared efforts to stop X-rated
material on the Internet to "trying to empty the ocean with
two bare hands".

Sydney-based Internet consultant Ramin Marzbani said
about 4 percent of Internet users were accessing
pornography, a rate that remained steady.

But Mr Marzbani said moves to crack down on Internet porn
would lead to legal material being blocked.

"If the purpose of the proposed legislation was to make it
more difficult for children or minors to gain access to
pornography, then it would fail," Mr Marzbani said. 
"There are already dozens of counter measures available to
combat the restriction of access to Web sites - most of
them are so simple that they require no specialist training
or understanding to use."

The Federal Government has proposed new laws which would
block material "likely to cause offence to a reasonable
adult" and "protect children from exposure to Internet
content that is unsuitable for children".

The guidelines would force Internet providers to screen
the Internet and then hide potentially offensive pages 
or sites.

But Mr Marzbani said the measures would damage Australia's
electronic commerce industry.

"It is technically impossible to totally block out
pornography, but it is much easier to block out education,
artistic or politically inconvenient content," he said. 
"Even the slightest obstacle to Australia's participation
in the global Internet e-commerce market at this critical
point in time should be avoided at all costs."

Mr Marzbani's claims were backed by the Government's
science office, the CSIRO, which said blocking access 
to certain material would be "largely ineffective".

"Schemes implemented by Internet service providers can be
easily bypassed," the CSIRO submission said.

"Furthermore, news of blocking can readily be distributed
via the Internet itself, helping some users to avoid the
blocks."

------------------------------------------------------------



USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

_Tweens: Ten Going On Sixteen_

During the past year my youngest morphed from child to
teenager. Down came the posters of adorable puppies and the
drawings from art class; up went the airbrushed faces of
Leonardo di Caprio and Kate Winslet. CDs of Le Ann Rimes
and Paula Cole appeared mysteriously, along with teen fan
magazines featuring glowering movie and rock-and-roll hunks
with earrings and threatening names like Backstreet Boys.
She started reading the newspaper--or at least the movie
ads--with all the intensity of a Talmudic scholar, scanning
for glimpses of her beloved Leo or, failing that, Matt
Damon. As spring approached and younger children skipped
past our house on their way to the park, she swigged from a
designer-water bottle, wearing the obligatory tank top and
denim shorts as she whispered on the phone to friends about
games of Truth or Dare. The last rites for her childhood
came when, embarrassed at reminders of her foolish past,
she pulled a sheet over her years-in-the-making American
Girl doll collection, now dead to the world.
 
So what's new in this dog-bites-man story? Well, as all
this was going on, my daughter was ten years old and in the
fourth grade.
 
Those who remember their own teenybopper infatuation with
Elvis or the Beatles might be inclined to shrug their
shoulders as if to say, "It was ever thus." But this is
different. Across class lines and throughout the country,
elementary and middle-school principals and teachers, child
psychologists and psychiatrists, marketing and demographic
researchers all confirm the pronouncement of Henry Trevor,
middle-school director of the Berkeley Carroll School in
Brooklyn, New York: "There is no such thing as
preadolescence anymore. Kids are teenagers at ten."
 
Marketers have a term for this new social creation, kids
between eight and 12: they call them "tweens." The name
captures the ambiguous reality: though chronologically
midway between early childhood and adolescence, this group
is leaning more and more toward teen styles, teen
attitudes, and teen behavior.
 
The tween phenomenon grows out of a complicated mixture of
biology, demography, and the predictable assortment of Bad
Ideas.
 
Perhaps the most striking evidence for the tweening of
children comes from market researchers. "There's no
question there's a deep trend, not a passing fad, toward
kids getting older younger," says research psychologist
Michael Cohen of Arc Consulting, a public policy,
education, and marketing research firm in New York. "This
is not just on the coasts. There are no real differences
geographically." It seems my daughter's last rites for her
American Girl dolls were a perfect symbol not just for her
own childhood but for childhood, period. The Toy
Manufacturers of America Factbook states that, where once
the industry could count on kids between birth and 14 as
their target market, today it is only birth to ten. "In the
last ten years we've seen a rapid development of upper-age
children," says Bruce Friend, vice president of worldwide
research and planning for Nickelodeon, a cable channel
aimed at kids. "The 12- to 14-year-olds of yesterday are
the ten to 12s of today." The rise of the preteen teen is
"the biggest trend we've seen."
 
Scorning any symbols of their immaturity, tweens now
cultivate a self-image that emphasizes sophistication. The
Nickelodeon-Yankelovich Youth Monitor found that by the
time they are 12, children describe themselves as
"flirtatious, sexy, trendy, athletic, cool." Nickelodeon's
Bruce Friend reports that by 11, children in focus groups
say they no longer even think of themselves as children.
 
Cosmetics companies have found a bonanza among those we
once thought of as children. The Tinkerbell Company has
sold cosmetics to girls ages four to ten since the late
fifties. For the most part, these were really more like
toys, props for dress-up games and naive attempts to
imitate Mommy. Today Tinkerbell has grown up and gone to
Soho. New products for the spring of 1998 included roll-on
body glitter and something called "hair mascara," a kind of
roll-on hair color, in what the company has described as
"edgy colors"--neon green, bright blue, and purple. AM
Cosmetics has introduced the Sweet Georgia Brown line for
tweens. It includes body paints and scented body oils with
come-hither names like Vanilla Vibe and Follow Me Boy.
Soon, thanks to the Cincinnati design firm Libby Peszyk
Kattiman, after she has massaged her body with Follow Me
Boy oil, your little darling will also be able to slip into
some tween-sized bikini panties.
 
Lottie Sims, a computer teacher in a Miami middle school,
says that the hooker look for tweens is fanning strong
support for uniforms in her district. But uniforms and
tank-top bans won't solve the problem of painted young
ladies. "You can count on one hand the girls not wearing
makeup," Sims says. "Their parents don't even know. They
arrive at school with huge bags of lipstick and hair spray,
and head straight to the girls' room."

Those who seek comfort in the idea that the tweening of
childhood is merely a matter of fashion -- who maybe even
find their lip-synching, hip-swaying little boy or girl
kind of cute -- might want to think twice. There are
signs that tweens are not only eschewing the goody-goody 
childhood image but its substance as well.

Add to this hothouse a glamour- and celebrity-mad tween
market-culture, and things get even steamier. In fact, both
parental absence and the powerful peer group are
intricately connected to the rise of a burgeoning tween
market. To be sure, candy, toy, and cereal manufacturers
had long known the power of tween cravings before they even
defined this new niche group. But tweens really began to
catch the eye of businesses around the mid-eighties, a time
when, paradoxically, their absolute numbers were falling.
The reason was simple. Market research began to reveal that
more and more children this age were shopping for their own
clothes, shoes, accessories, drugstore items -- even for the
family groceries.

Ad writers for Bonne Bell cosmetics, for instance, marry
the approved language of self-esteem and the child's
natural desire to seem grown-up and hip in the eyes of her
peers. "We know how to be cool," goes the text accompanying
pictures of a new product called Lip Lix. "We have our own
ideas. And make our own decisions. Watch out for us. We are
girls."

Jordache Jeans was one of the first companies to spot the
trend. "My customers are kids who can walk into a store
with either their own money or their mothers'," explained
the company's director of advertising at the time. "The
dependent days of tugging on Mom or Dad's sleeve are over."
Jordache celebrated the new era with ads befitting a
revolution. Ignoring -- or rather, scorning -- parents, they
appealed directly to kids who had money in their pockets
and dreams of sophistication in their heads.

-
 
Tweens are demonstrating many of the exploratory behaviors 
we usually associate with the raging hormones of 
adolescence. "Ninth and tenth grade used to be the starting 
point for a lot of what we call risk behaviors," says 
Brooklyn middle-school head Henry Trevor, as he traces the 
downward trajectory of deviancy many veteran educators 
observe. "Fifteen years ago they moved into the eighth 
grade. Now it's seventh grade. The age at which kids 
picture themselves starting this kind of activity has 
gone down." 

Hard data about how tweens are behaving is sketchy. For 
one thing, most studies of risk behavior begin with 
15-year-olds. High school kids give fairly reliable 
answers in surveys, but middle-school kids are often
confusingly inconsistent. As for ten-year-olds, until
recently it seemed absurd for researchers to interview 
them about their sexual activities.

The sketchy evidence on tween sex presents a troubling 
picture. Despite a decrease among older teens for the first
time since records have been kept, sexual activity among
tweens increased during that period. It seems that kids who
are having sex are doing so at earlier ages. Between 1988
and 1995, the proportion of girls claiming they began sex
before 15 rose from 11 percent to 19 percent. (For boys,
the claims remained stable, at 21 percent.) Surveys like
this are notoriously unreliable and prone to boasting, but 
they could mean that approximately one in five middle-school 
kids is sexually active. Many of the principals and counselors 
I spoke with reported a small but striking minority of 
sexually active seventh-graders.

Equally striking, though less easily tabulated, are other
sorts of what Michael Thompson, an educational consultant
and co-author of the forthcoming Raising Cain: Protecting
the Emotional Life of Boys, calls "fairly sophisticated
sexual contact" short of intercourse among tweens. Thompson
hears from seventh- and eighth-graders a lot of talk about
oral sex, which they don't think of as sex; "for them, it's
just fooling around," he says. A surprising amount of this
is initiated by girls, Thompson believes. He tells the
story of a seventh-grade boy who had his first sexual
experience when an eighth-grade girl offered to service him
in this way. "The boy wasn't even past puberty yet. He
depreciated the experience in front of the researcher 
describing it as not all that exciting but 'sort of 
interesting.'"

Certainly the days of the tentative and giggly
preadolescent seem to be passing. Middle-school principals
report having to deal with miniskirted 12-year-olds
"draping themselves over boys" or patting their behinds in
the hallways, while 11-year-old boys taunt girls about
their breasts and rumors about their own and even their
parents' sexual proclivities. Tweens have even given new
connotations to the word "playground": one fifth-grade
teacher from southwestern Ohio told me of two youngsters
discovered in the bushes during recess.

-

What change in our social ecology has led to the
emergence of tweens? Many note that kids are reaching
puberty at earlier ages, but while earlier physical
maturation may play a role in defining adolescence
down, its importance tends to be overstated. True, the
average age at which girls begin to menstruate has fallen
from the teens to between 11 and 12 1/2 today, but the very
gradualness of this change means that 12-year-olds have
been living inside near-adult bodies for many decades
without feeling impelled to build up a cosmetics arsenal or
head for the bushes at recess. In fact, some experts
believe that the very years that have witnessed the rise of
the tween have also seen the age of first menstruation
stabilize. Further, teachers and principals on the front
lines see no clear correlation between physical and social
maturation. Plenty of budding girls and bulking boys have
not put away childish things, while an abundance of girls
with flat chests and boys with squeaky voices ape the body
language and fashions of their older siblings.
 
"Kids wear sexually provocative clothes at nine because
their parents buy them provocative clothes, not because of
their hormones," Robert L. Johnson, director of adolescent
and young-adult medicine at the University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey, told me. "A lot of journalists
call me to explain some of these things, and they want a
good sound bite like 'raging hormones' rather than a
complex series of social factors."
 
Of course, the causes are complex, and most people working
with tweens know it. In my conversations with educators and
child psychologists who work primarily with middle-class
kids nationwide, two major and fairly predictable themes
emerged: a sexualized and glitzy media-driven marketplace
and absentee parents. What has been less commonly
recognized is that at this age, the two causes combine to
augment the authority of the peer group, which in turn both
weakens the influence of parents and reinforces the power
of the media. Taken together, parental absence, the market,
and the peer group form a vicious circle that works to
distort the development of youngsters.
 
Much of the media attention about parents working away
from home for long hours has focused on infants and
toddlers, but the effect of the modern domestic routine
on a nine- or ten-year-old merits equal concern. The
youngest children, after all, have continual adult
attention, from baby-sitters or day-care attendants or
after-school counselors. But as their children reach the
age of eight or nine, many parents, after years of juggling
schedules and panics over last-minute sore throats and
stomachaches, breathe a sigh of relief as they begin to see
growing signs of competence and common sense in their
youngsters. Understandably concluding that their children
are ready to take more responsibility for themselves, they
place a list of emergency numbers on the refrigerator,
arrange for a routine after-school phone call, and hand
over the keys to the house.
 
In most people's minds, this sort of arrangement -- children
alone a few hours after school -- is what we mean by latchkey
kids. But latchkey kids come in many varieties. According
to the educators I spoke with, many youngsters are leaving
for school from an empty house after eating breakfast
alone. Parents who can afford it will sometimes hand their
children $3 and tell them to pick up juice and a muffin on
their way to school. Others have their children pick up
fast food or frozen meals for dinner -- which a small but sad
minority will eat with only Bart Simpson or the local TV
newscaster for company.
 
Almost without exception, the principals and teachers I
spoke with describe a pervasive loneliness among tweens.

"The most common complaint I hear," says Christie Hogan,
"is, 'My mom doesn't care what I do. She's never home. She
doesn't even *know* what I do.'" Although the loneliest and
most estranged kids don't talk to counselors and can't even
be coaxed into after-school programs when they are
available, the more resourceful and socially well-adjusted
children stay after school whether or not there is a formal
program, hanging around popular teachers and counselors.
"We have to shoo them home at six sometimes," recounts one
New York City middle-school director. "They don't want to
go home. No one's there."

Though the absolute numbers remain quite small, suicide
among tweens more than doubled between 1979 and 1995.

Paradoxically, then, while the tween has less company, he
also has less privacy. Hannah Arendt once observed that if
you think adults can be authoritarian in their dealings
with children, you ought to see the school peer group in 
action. Middle school can be a quasi-Orwellian world, where 
each child is under continual surveillance by his peers and
teachers, who evaluate the way he walks, the way he looks, 
the people he talks to, the number of times he raises his 
hand in class, the grade he got on his science project.
Anyone who remembers high school will recall many of these
dynamics. 
 
--

How do parents view all this? For while they may be out
of the house for long hours, parents still have the
capacity to break, or at least loosen, the choke hold of
the peer group. Many parents negotiate diplomatic
compromises, giving in on lipstick, say, while holding the
line on pierced navels and quietly trying to represent
alternatives. But a surprising number of parents, far from
seeking to undermine their children's tweenishness, are
enablers of it. When Jim Alloy, principal of Fox Lane
Middle School in Bedford, New York, tried to ban tank tops,
he was beset by a number of irate parents who accused him
of discriminating against girls.
 
Many parents are pleased to see their children hip to the
market. "I'm glad my girls respond to fashion," said one
mother of tweens in a recent New York Times article on
tween fashion sense. "Trends aren't something you should
learn about all of a sudden when you're in college."
Another mother frowned over her seven-year-old's choice of
a smocked dress as "too babyish." Nor does the enthusiasm
for precocity stop with leopard-print tops and thigh-slit
black skirts. I sat in amazement at a summer-camp
performance this summer as a group of about 30 tweens sang
a medley of rock-and-roll songs. The girls in their bare
midriffs and miniskirts shimmied and vamped for the
pleasure of their upper-middle-class parents, who whooped
and hollered like revelers at a strip joint.

A second-grade teacher told me that, at her school's yearly
dance festival, she is finding it increasingly difficult to
interest her seven-year-olds in traditional kid stuff like
the Mexican hat dance or the hokey-pokey. They want to
dress up like the Spice Girls and shimmy away. Look for the
tweening of America to continue its onward march.   
                                   
------------------------------------------------------------
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'Desire' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'Sihme' wrote:
> Now it's my turn to say 'La vita e bella!!' :))

You're making me jealous... Please go on!

> So for me, Pedo Pride Day 1999 has been wonderful.  I'm proud 
> today to be a Paedophile.  I've realised now, that it's not 
> something which needs to be shared with the world, because 
> they'll never comprehend it.

Well, at least keep sharing it with the girls, okay? There are no
words to describe who we are, but your actions should be shouting
out that you love little girls.

> I really don't think there is such a thing anyway, as innocence.
> I certainly never experienced it when I was a child.  The
> closest I came to it was a desperate and pathetic ignorance
> due to my lack of information.

Hitting the nail on the head. This so-called 'childhood innocence'
would better be called 'ignorance'. Why do they not do so? Simple,
nobody wants to be a 'defender of ignorance'. One should not confront
innocent children with sex, they say. So far, so good. But why
confront innocent children with mathematics, disease or candy then?
What's so special about sex? And what's so wonderful about
ignorance that it has to be salvaged throughout the years?

--

Can I (again) advise the people here that the Internet Movie Database
gives plenty of information about movies, TV series and actresses?
Here the results of my latest browse for this list:

'The Fairy Knight' wrote:
> With _Episode One:
> The Phantom Menace_ just around the corner, my thoughts have
> turned much towards Star Wars. I want you all to go find a 
> picture of the queen, the one with the funny makeup. Look 
> closely. Does she look familiar? I think its the girl from 
> _The Professional_ (what was her name?). Sadly, she's grown 
> up a little, but asi es la vida, no?

1. Her name is Natalie Portman
2. She does indeed play the Queen in 'Episode One...'
3. She celebrates her 18th birthday next month

'Moonmin' wrote:
> Kate [Maberly] was also, I believe, in the the TV adaptation of
> Stephen King's "The Langoliers" (spelling?). She played a clairvoyant 
> blind girl of about 12. I won't spoil your enjoyment of the 

Yes, she was, and your spelling is correct. She was indeed about 12
at the time.

--

'Braveheart' wrote:
> Never would the idea of sexual intercourse cross my mind when 
> I'm with V like that.

That's related to something I noticed too - when I'm with a girl,
I will not be even thinking about sex - or at least about the
"hardcore" things, as I will be thinking of huggin and cuddling,
and as you write, those are (or at least can be) sexual too.

I do sometimes have ideas about 'the full thing' with a little girl,
but those are just the fantasies I use while lying alone in my bed
masturbating. When I am with a girl, or thinking about what I really
desire to do, that's not the kind of thoughts that come up at all.

Interesting too to hear you talking about 'trust'. It reminds me of
that wonderful day, half a year ago, when I took my landlady's
granddaughters out for a walk. We were on some small hill-like
thingy, and Alyson held my hand so as not to fall. That little hand
clutching my big finger... Wonderful!

--

'Beamish' wrote:
> My only hope is that the children get the counseling they need

Which may well be no counselling at all. Sometimes unexisting sex
acts for which counselling has occurred have as much or more 
negative effects than uncounseled real sexual abuse.

> and that the offenders spend the rest of their
> lives in jail. (Although I already know they won't, and that makes
> me even madder.)

And could you please keep the 'presumed innocent' principle in mind?
Or do you want others to condemn you as harshly when you get falsely
accused?

--

'Yuri' wrote:
> It's funny, but I had the exact opposite take on the novel (which I have
> read): Lolita is the seductress.  The relationship is one sided, all right,
> but favouring Lo.  She has the power and she knows it.  To take a scene from
> the movie, when she threatens to stop sleeping with Humbert in order to
> convince him to let her be in a school play.

I have to disagree. The reason Lolita allowed the sex to happen, is
that it made Humbert 'quiet', or because she had no choice. And later
no doubt because that was just the way it was. At no place (except
perhaps that first time) do I actually see her _enjoy_ the sex with
Humbert, or decide to _willingly_ give Humbert pleasure.

If you force someone to have sex with you, then agree to give her
money for it, it's still rape, not prostitution. That's how I feel
Lolita's position too - she was forced to have sex with Humbert, she
may not have disliked it very much, but did not do so out of free
will either. Given that she is in a sexual relationship with him
anyway, she decides to make the best out of it.

--

From the press snippets:

>  "Anybody or any company involved in any crime can be
> tapped," said Tony Bunyan, director of Statewatch, the
> British civil liberties group.

Or anybody suspected to be so.

> Mr. Sharpe, accompanied by a friend, sat in the centre of
> the public gallery during the appeal proceedings,
> occasionally taking notes on a legal pad. He said outside
> the courtroom he felt he was doing a public service by
> challenging the law. "It's a bad law. Someone had to attack
> it," he said.

Still, I would like to see this case go one step further - now they
have attacked the part of the law that made mere possession a crime,
I would like to see people attacking the fact that texts and drawings
regarding underage sex are also forbidden under the Canadian child
porn laws. But then, it's not a specifically Canadian problem. The
various countries seem to have made it a game who can extend their
child porn definition farthest and most ridiculously...

> And: freedom. Why does the First Amendment end at the
> school door, when many kids, especially geeks, have spent
> much of their lives in the freest part of American culture
> - the Internet?

This one is simple. The First Amendment does not end at the school
door, it simply has not started yet. It only starts at 18. It is only
adults that have unalienable rights. Children get the rights we give
to them, and lose the ones we take from them.

And it's logical, isn't it? Those things are not called 'human rights'
for nothing. Children are not humans, are they? So, why should we be
giving them human rights?

(sarcasm mode off)

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Christin' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Re: recent movie query:

>>     [ David Hamilton ? ]
>  
>The movie '?' is looking for is "Bilitis" from David Hamilton. Film 
>clips of that movie have been popping up everywhere lately.

Yep. On "Le Club" for instance - http://www.vanillaroads.co.nz :-)))

'Christin'
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'Braveheart' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear ASGL-L subscribers,

I joined this mailing list to be able to communicate with those who 
share the same feelings as I do about girls. They call it being a 
"girl-lover". Some recent postings have concerned me, however, as 
some ASGL members, it seems, are just constantly looking for a way 
to have sex with a girl. Perhaps these people are not girl lovers, 
but simply girl f**kers, a.k.a child abusers. More on that in a 
minute. First, I want to answer some member's posts.

In answer to my last post where I said there is a line to be drawn in 
relationships with girls, 'Yuri' wrote:

>I agree that a line must be drawn, but I don't think that the line is hard
>and immobile, but rather fuzzy and moving.  To put the line at 12 years old,
>is as arbitrary as 14 (in Canada), 16 (in the UK, I think), or 18 (in most
>US states).  Rather, the maturity of the girl should be the determining
>factor, as everyone is different, and matures at different rates.  As
>Beamish wrote, if they initiate the relationship, you "can be somewhat
>assured that they're ready [...]".  I've know 10 year old girls who are
>mature enough, and 18 year olds who aren't. 

You misunderstood me Yuri. When I talked about drawing the line, I was not 
talking expressly about age, or what different countries consider a mature 
age. For argument's sake, let's just say that generally, girls 14 and over 
can understand the effects and consequences of having sex with someone. 
Usually, girl-lovers are attracted to girls aged 6-12. There is no way that 
little girls that age can even comprehend (let alone understand) the 
consequences and effects of having sex. By enticing or hinting sex to them, 
you are abusing them - denying them the right to have a pure childhood.    
Even if girls ask sexual things and talk about sexual things, this is not 
them telling you that you can have sex with them. They watch TV, go to 
movies, hear and see it at school, they see sex everywhere, and they can talk 
about it. This does not mean they are ready. 

'Yuri' wrote:
>The only other limit is a question of size when it comes to actual
>penetration.  Again, everyone is different, but I would think that most
>girls younger than 10 or 11 are probably too small for any 
>penetration with an adult.  That still leaves plenty of other things 
>to do, though.

Does the word debauchery come to mind, Yuri?  How could anyone live with 
themselves after penetrating a young girl's body simply for their pleasure? 
"But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like mental 
patients....even if they say it, they cannot comprehend what they've said. 

--

'Sihme' wrote:
>Further to the discussion of late, pertaining to the "taking
>advantage of the innocence" of a little girl.  I'm sorry to
>say it, but I think it's a load.  While _there is_ coercion
>(at least, I assume there is), agreeing to have sex with a
>little girl is hardly depriving them of their innocence.  I
>really don't think there is such a thing anyway, as innocence.

If having sex is not depriving them of their innocence, then what is 
it doing to them? Making them adults before they are spiritually, 
physically, and mentally ready? Sadly, because of people like you 
Sihme, innocence in young children IS being lost at a faster rate...
because big adults like you are stealing it from them, refusing to 
let them keep it until THEY are ready, and not when YOU think they 
are ready.  You call yourself a girl-lover, trying to hide the fact 
that you are actually just an abuser.

'Sihme' wrote:
>I'm as innocent as the little girls, only I know more
>(or sometimes less).  

That is maturity, Sihme... not innocence. 

>Ever since the beginning, talk of
>innocence has bothered me, mostly because it's spouted from the
>mouths of the child abuse industry... "how COULD you deprive
>this child of her/his innocence".. blah...

It's coming from MY mouth, too, Sihme, and probably most of the 
members of ASGL. That's why I'm attracted to young girls - because 
they have that innocence that we so long ago lost. Fellow members, 
please feel free to speak up and back me up on this. Innocence is 
a major reason for our attraction to little girls.

'Sihme wrote:
>All you've got when the time comes, and
>your naked little girl is offering herself to you, is a set of
>circumstances, causes and possible effects, and outside of that
>the morals, predetermined modes of conduct, 
>code of honour fade away.

Do you really think the little girls of this world are lining up 
their naked bodies to get debauched by adults? And the morals
don't fade away, if you have them - those moments are when they
are the strongest. If I were in the position where a young girl 
was lying naked on her bed, you know what I would do? And this I 
believe is what a girl-lover is all about... I would fondle her, 
yes, kiss and carress her, touch her, rub her, suck her, lick her, 
perhaps all of these... but I would never have intercourse with 
her and strip her of her virginity. Who are we to take that away??

>But anyway, what I'm saying is 
>that if you're bogged down with morals then you'll never be able 
>to flow with the universe's subtle changes.

You'd better thank God we are bogged down with morals, Sihme. If 
I had no morals, I would see nothing wrong with killing someone 
(perhaps you or your friend), raping someone (perhaps your sister 
or mother)... do you see what I'm getting at?

>I can think of a few general reasons I'd consider before deciding
>if going ahead with intercourse with an lg was wise (although, it's
>probably never exactly _wise_ hehe)

Is that you admitting that intercourse with a child is wrong? 

>A REAL paedophile
>would stay voluntarily chaste because of his respect for girls.

If that is not what a real pedophile should do, then what? Have 
sex with them gently?!?

>Consensual sex with kids is a good thing.  How do I know this is true?
>Because I have looked inside myself.

Hmm, perhaps if you took your eyes and thoughts off yourself and 
considered the little girl you were debauching, you'd see 
things differently.

--

'Rasputin's Dog' wrote:
>I seen over the past months so many references to
>Lolita. I'm confused. I don't see how we so often
>align our selves with the character of Humbert
>Humbert. He kidnaps Lo, lies to her about the fate of
>her mother, holds her against her will, uses her for
>sex, attempts to brainwash her into believing that he
>is acting in her best interest. It only begins as a
>romance. By the end of their relationship it was
>completely one sided.

I read Lolita, and immediately fell in love with it. You know why? 
I was laughing throughout the whole book at the way Nabokov 
described Humbert's feelings and desires and thoughts, because I've 
experienced them too.  I saw Lolita as a story about a man who 
had genuinely fallen in love with a 12 year old (although she 
gets older as the book progresses). Lolita is not just any girl. 
Humbert was not even her first lover. She'd been around. She never 
loved him, because she didn't know what love was at that age. 
Humbert did. As far as the sex, he never really forced himself on 
her - she was always willing to put up with it for one reason 
or another... which proves my point... she didn't really understand 
sex... but she quickly understood that it was the only way to get 
what she wanted from Humbert... so it became a job to her, almost.  

One could see the story of Lolita as the invasion by an adult 
into a child's world. In a way, that is true. But I believe he 
loved her, and the saddest thing about it is that she never 
loved him back. My advice to Humbert? "You should have waited 
a while, stayed with her, but waited... she would have gotten 
to the age where she understood love, and you would have enjoyed 
your whole life with her. Unfortunately, you didn't wait."

By the way, Sihme, if you want to read an account of an adult 
trying to have sex with a child gone drastically wrong, read the
pre-cursor to Lolita, a short novella entitled "The Enchanter".  
That'll teach you to draw the line - for the love of the girl.

Here is where I believe we must make a decision. I must ask some 
of the current posters to ASGL, what are you?

Are you one who is attracted to young girls, but has your own 
priorities first, putting the welfare and feelings and future 
of the girl you are attracted to second? (child-abuser))

Or are you one who truly loves the girl, putting her welfare and 
feelings first always? (girl-lover).

I would hope that being a girl lover means the latter.  

If this is just a mailing list encouraging each other to go out 
and screw our little girl 'friends' in the name of "girl-loving", 
then I'm sorry, but I have no place here. 

I hope this is not the case.

'Braveheart'
--------------------------------------------------------------




'Heather' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

As some of you know, I edit a site for religious girl-lovers, 
boylovers, and recovering offenders:

Unconditional Love
http://www.greenbelt.com/news/ul

My main effort has been to collect the stories of religious 
adults who are attracted to minors, so that others like them
will understand how they've sought to reconcile their faith 
with their sexuality within their own lives. Hopefully, any 
nonpedophiles who visit the site will be educated as well.

Unfortunately, since I've spent most of my time hanging around
boylovers, there's presently little material on the site by 
girl-lovers. I was wondering whether anyone on this list, for 
whom faith has played a role in understanding his or her girl-
love, would care to write about their journey in this regard. 
Of course, I can't be absolutely sure, till I see the piece, 
whether it would be appropriate for my site, but I'm looking 
intently for such material and would welcome submissions.

(It need hardly be said that I wouldn't want you to include any
information that would put your security at risk.)

I should add that I'm not just looking for success stories: 
if, for example, you tried to receive assistance from your faith 
community, and the community failed to offer you the assistance 
you needed, I'd be interested in hearing about that as well.

If you think you might like to contribute, take a look at my 
site - the _boy-love and girl-love communities_ page offers a 
couple of examples of what I'm looking for. At the bottom of 
the home page is information on how to contact me (I can be 
reached by e-mail or by one of the boylove boards, Religious 
Debate Chat).

'Heather' (forwarded by 'Desire')
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'n.s. aristoff' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Just a Writer' wrote
>Maybe picking up where James Kincaid almost went, but going 
>deeper with it.

Well, I for one hope you go deeper - so deep that you toss Kincaid out the
window where he belongs. Don't get me wrong - I enjoy him as intellectual
masturbation and for a few interesting points, but by and large he hasn't a
clue.  As I've written he is guilty of the same avoidance of the sexual
child as he accuses others of being.  (We could get into specific criticisms
if you would like, but there are far more interesting topics.)  I would hope
you would begin with The Nurture Assumption and delve deeply into the
writings of David Buss and Don Symons on evolutionary theory (and ignore
people like Natalie Angier who intentionally reduce it to silly falsehoods).
Evolutionary theory and Harris' work in The Nurture Assumption is, I
believe, the key to untangling all the nonsense over sexuality.

>More relevant to the topic are the world's hysteria ABOUT
>pedophilia, the bizarre efforts to demonize and destroy it, and the
>tentative signs (like the recent APA report that Laura Schlessinger
>attacked so fiercely) that a change in attitude might be coming.

Well, if a change is coming, then this must be a storm before the calm.
Because I can tell you that the APA will hereafter (this is official) not
publish any further articles on the topic at all, though they will continue
to tow the abuse industry line and publish those kinds of articles.  It 
is far more likely that the APA will amend the DSM and re-classify
non-interruptive paedophilia as a disorder rather than withstand the
onslaught.  Don't you subscribe to Sexnet and follow some of these
controversies in the professional community?  You can e-mail me if 
you need further info.

'n.s. aristoff'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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'C.L. Wheels' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

'Sanctuary' wrote:
(Re: my past intimate relationship with an lg)
>Don't you think that she will remember you?

Of course I think she will remember me, I just hope when she does
so, the memories she has are good ones, and not of our breakup.

--

'Desire' wrote:
>'Beamish' wrote:
>> My only hope is that the children get the counseling they need

>Which may well be no counselling at all. Sometimes unexisting sex
>acts for which counselling has occurred have as much or more
>negative effects than uncounseled real sexual abuse.

Unexisting sex acts? Are you implying that when a child reports that
he/she was sexually assaulted that it should not be looked into and
taken seriously? If so I think you are *way* off base here. Take it
from a person who *was* sexually assaulted as a child but never told
anyone until he was an adult. IT SUCKS! The shame and low
self-esteem from that ordeal hurt me tremendously. I would have
benefited had I reported it and received counseling. Furthermore,
had I told I would have lessened the chance of the guy doing it to
another innocent kid. Kids do *not* on the norm, falsely accuse
someone of raping them unless they were coerced into doing so by
someone. Most of them keep quiet and that is where the trouble
begins. Only by a child reporting that they have been abused, can
the cycle be stopped.

>> and that the offenders spend the rest of their
>> lives in jail. (Although I already know they won't, and that
>>makes me even madder.)

>And could you please keep the 'presumed innocent' principle in
>mind? Or do you want others to condemn you as harshly when you
>get falsely accused?

I am sorry, we have a difference of opinion here. "Presumed
innocent" is for the courts and juries to uphold. As far as I am
concerned, when it involves violent crime you are guilty until
proven innocent. I am sorry, but being raped does that to you. But,
you are correct, if I ever *am* accused falsely, I would appreciate
the courts and jury to uphold the "presumed innocent" clause.
However I wouldn't expect that from the general public.

--

'Braveheart' wrote:
>Does the word debauchery come to mind, Yuri?  How could anyone
>live with themselves after penetrating a young girl's body simply
>for their pleasure?
>"But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like mental
>patients....even if they say it, they cannot comprehend what
>they've said.

Debauchery? Give me a break! A true girl-lover would never use a
girl for their own pleasure. Rather he/she may be there for the girl
in whatever way the girl wants him/her to be. This may shock you,
but girls are becoming sexually aware at an earlier age these days,
and some, not all, but some may even be ready to explore that
budding sexuality. If they choose to do it with an adult
counterpart, I feel it is the adults responsibility to discuss it
*completely* with the girl before ever becoming intimate. That is
what a true girl-lover would do. If the girl understands everything
presented to her and she still wants to explore, I say let her
explore. But keep the lines of communication wide open, and remind
them love does not equal sex, but is only a part of it if they
choose it to be. Oh and to make a blanket statement about kids like
"they cannot comprehend what they've said", is baloney! Kids
comprehend much more than you are willing to give them credit for.

>Sadly, because of people like you
>Sihme, innocence in young children IS being lost at a faster
>rate...
>because big adults like you are stealing it from them, refusing to
>let them keep it until THEY are ready, and not when YOU think they
>are ready.  You call yourself a girl-lover, trying to hide the fact
>that you are actually just an abuser.

*Excuse me* People like 'Sihme'? He never said anything about when
*he* thinks girls are ready. Furthermore, people who *rape* little
girls are the true takers of their innocence. As far as I know,
'Sihme' has never abused a kid. How would you like it if someone on
this list attacked you unprovoked. That is what you did to 'Sihme'
and it was very uncalled for. This is a medium to exchange ideas
about girl-love. Some of us agree, some of us disagree. But that
*doesn't* give you or anyone else the right to call people names an
accuse them of being an abuser!

>but I would never have intercourse with
>her and strip her of her virginity. Who are we to take that away??

Her virginity will be lost sometime, to someone... it's up to the
girl who has been fully made aware of the pros and cons, to make
that decision as to whom she will give her virginity to. If it is
done out of profound mutual love, then what is the problem? I have
heard of young girls under 12 consensually loosing their virginities
to boys their own age. You can almost be certain that they don't
know what they're getting into simply because they're running on
hormones or curiosity, not *love*. What we can give them *is* love.
Pure unadulterated love. How we show that love is solely up to well
the well informed child whom we should never pressure.

>You'd better thank God we are bogged down with morals, Sihme. If
>I had no morals, I would see nothing wrong with killing someone
>(perhaps you or your friend), raping someone (perhaps your sister
>or mother)... do you see what I'm getting at?

Now who's the abuser! That sounds an awful lot like a veiled threat.
Of course there are morals. Every person has morals to some degree.
Society and parenting have an influence on that. That's what makes
our struggle to understand and cope with our girl-love as it relates
to society so difficult.

--

Sheesh, such high emotions lately. Lighten up people :-) We have
enough trouble with "outsiders" to be having internal quarrels. We
don't need to be 'bashing' each other. Misunderstandings don't
necessarily have to lead to all out "word-wars", and neither does a
difference of opinion.

'C.L. Wheels'
--------------------------------------------------------------------




'Surgeboy' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Braveheart', I too, have read 'Lolita' and 'Enchanter'.
In the first, I was sickened by the simple fact that Miss
Haze was simply a 'user'.  I have come to the opinion that
she was the 'villianess' in this story.  She teased H.H.
to the point that he couldn't see straight and was at the
mercy of her whims. He literally went insane.

As for sex with children gone horribly awry as you mentioned
in your last post, I must remind you that the 'Enchanter' is
Nabokov's own take on the situation and is a fictional take
at that.

One wonders if the outcome would have been different if it had
been reality.  If you have read both books then, consider this:
After Vladimir wrote 'Enchanter', he spent some time reflecting
on the work and chose to re-write it as 'Lolita'.

Perhaps he felt that the earlier work was not entirely realistic.

As for sexual intimacy with children aged 6-10 (penetrative or
otherwise), each of us have different views.

Children are more receptive to intimacy that many give them credit
for.  True, each child is different, but most will respond quite
positively to honesty.  I, for one, will make plans for a hard-
core relationship in my future, yet I will not be so insensitive
as to ignore the child's safety and personal well-being.

I will keep all my options open until an opportunity arises.
After that, we shall see.  I am not blind but, I am not giving up
any hope for the future.  Hope keeps many of us going.

You may not realise this but, I desire a girl that I can enjoy
sexually even as she matures into a woman.

After she is an adult, I hope to marry her and with her, raise a
large, happy family.

So, I am not limited to just 6-10 year-olds, but I want one to
stay with me for the rest of her life.

If I must remain patient then I will.  If I can safely jump in
feet first then I am going to make a splash.

I am not naive (and neither are the other members, I believe).

If someone has an actual experience that helps answer this debate,
then please, share it.  I am sure that Ianthe will post anything you
have learned so that we can be better prepared if and when our turn
comes around.

'Braveheart', I am sorry but, there are those of us who want to have
sex with little girls.  It may turn out to be impossible, but this
group is one way to honestly discuss our feelings and peruse the
possibilities without risking a jail sentence or harming a child.

So, don't knock us down; lift us up and give us hope.  Prepare us
for the day we might discover the disappointment.

However, don't be surprised if you are shortchanging yourself by
preventing yourself to see the full range of possibilities.

Take me, for example: I had my first sexual experience with a grown
woman when I was four.  Too bad it only lasted for a few weeks.
I enjoyed every moment and anticipated each time she came by.

The last I heard her say as I looked at her with tear-streaked
eyes, were: "getting caught sucks!"

'Surgeboy'
-------------------------------------------------------------------




'Bandersnatch' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

I'm sure there will be plenty of responses to 'Braveheart's post of
10th May 1999 (1), but I thought I'd put forward my general position,
even though it is a complex subject.

The question was, what sexual involvement with a young girl (of
whatever age) is morally acceptable.

First, a major problem is that for most of us here it is rather a
hypothetical question as few of us are in a position (or would
dare) to risk actual sexual involvement of any kind with a little
girl. In these circumstances we can suppose anything sexual we
like without consequences, or conversely be very strict and
moralistic (including condemning others), knowing that we weren't
going to do anything anyway.

Into this practical/moral vacuum, I shall pour the following
personal views.

* Use of the term 'girl-lover' does not imply no sex any more
than it does in the 'straight' community; as in the expression,
"to take a lover".

* Notions of 'childhood innocence' are adult hogwash; children
never were innocent.

* Children may be ignorant of sexual matters, but not as much
as you might think; in any case they can be educated. (Learning
is what children are supposed to do, aren't they?)

* The earliest age at which a girl can have sexual intercourse
without physical harm is a closely guarded state secret ;->

* There are a lot of other (sexual) things than intercourse; but
I suspect that 'Braveheart' would disapprove of them too.

* "Little girls are like mental patients... even if they say it,
they cannot comprehend what they've said." - NOT!

* Having sex does not deprive them of their 'innocence', as they
never posessed such a thing.

* OK, little girls do have a certain quality (lots of 'certain
qualities' in fact :) that makes them especially attractive to us, but
I don't think they can be assimilated to the traditional notion of
'innocence'; it's something that they sadly lose as they grow older,
but I don't think they can have it taken from them (except in the
most brutal circumstance which we aren't contemplating).

* Is there really such a thing as virginity?

* I don't want to be 'bogged down' with *other people's* morals.
I want to develop my own.

* Sexual contact with a child (in most circumstances) is certainly
*unwise*, but that doesn't mean that it is wrong.

*'Debauching', 'vile seducers' (and other such language) belongs
in airport bodice-rippers.

OK, this is (sadly) a theoretical discussion, and there are
obviously many nuances I have missed...

'Bandersnatch'
-------------------------------------------------------------------




'Rasputin's Dog' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

To 'BraveHeart': this is not the place for flame mail.
If this is the sort of hatefull posts we can expect from
you in the future, maybe you are in the wrong place. I
believe the person here who has the least
understanding of sex is you. I have also read "The
Enchanter", but maybe if you go back and reread it
you'll discover that the man in the story , regardless
of what he later wanted to do, at the time of his
demise was not attempting intercourse, he was only
fondeling, touching, etc., but not intercourse.  Why
is intercourse so much different form any other type
of sesx act? Maybe it isn't.

Let's talk, Mr." Children are So Innocent"; Let's talk
about your childhood. Where you an innocent child? Did
you ever peek through the crack of the door to catch a
glimse of your sister (or relace any applicable female
family member) when they were dressing in order to see
them naked? Did you ever play doctor and propose that
your female or male playmate had some mallady that
needed viewing in the genital areas? Or did you ever
ask to play the dad while palying house and attempt or
propose some fatherly bedroom duties be performed?
Etc. If not, you were either raised in a moral and
sexually bubble or your fathers' name was Michael
Meadved.

Why do Christians see sex as such an evil thing and
turn around and in the same sentence say that it was
created by god and is therefor good? At what point is
a child capable of consenting to sex, when they are
12, maybe 16, or 18 or is not untill they are married
as if that some how magically makes them capable of
consenting. Why are they not capable of consenting to
sex, but capable of consenting to eating an icy
cone.

And what is this b.s. about children not knowing what
love is? Did you "love" your parents? Did you "love"
your siblings? What about your childhood sweetheart?
You cannot put any credible evidence that there is a
difference between these types of love, I've been down
that road, and it was full of ruts and pot holes. If
then there is no difference between love of parents
and love of a romantic interest, how can you be
capable of one and not the other?

And for not being able to see far enough down the
road to forsee consequences and such. I know many
adults who don't and seem unable to do this, but now
one is restricting their sexual endevours.

I'm curious why did you respond to my interpretations
of Lolita and not my other comments in regard to you?
No one here promotes a one sided relationship with a
girl of any kind, sexual or not. Because some of us
believe that there is such a thing as childhood
sexuality and some of us would or maybe even have had
sex with a little girl if the circumstances were
right, that doesn't make us rapists or child abusers
except in the minds of moral, social, and
psychological ignoramouses like you. We do put the
interests of the girl first that is where the "right
circumstances apply", and I don't think I need to list
them again, we all know what they are because many of
us have listed them recently. In conclusion, I think
you may have the wrong list. If this is the kind of
hatred you intend to spew in the future I for one
don't want you here, but that is not my decision to
make. It is not neccessary to agree with all of our
conclusions, but such attacks are uncalled for and
unwanted.

--

Moving on. Some mentioned "Dune", I also though "Dune
Messiah", and "Children of Dune" were good, especially
the later. "Children of Dune" deal with Mau'dib's twin
children one of them a girl.

--

I know there are a few female girl-lovers here. I wonder
if a female gl would ever consider becoming romantically
involved with a male gl ?

Gotta go for now, bye all.

'Rasputin's Dog'
---------------------------------------------------------------




'Brother Chubba' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

I haven't posted since my first post several months ago and have been
meaning to write again but never got around to it.  I felt I had to write
though to voice my concern over the writings of one 'Braveheart' this person
writes things that I thought all of us here had grown out of a long time
ago, he tries to preach to us all about innocence and purity and to be
brutally honest, he makes me want to vomit.

'Braveheart' wrote:
>Usually, girl-lovers are attracted to girls aged 6-12. There is no >way
>that little girls that age can even comprehend (let alone >understand) the
>consequences and effects of having sex. By enticing >or hinting sex to
>them, you are abusing them - denying them the >right to have a pure
>childhood. Even if girls ask sexual things and >talk about sexual things,
>this is not them telling you that you can >have sex with them.

You mention the consequences of having sex, WHAT CONSEQUENCES? The
consequence of sharing physical love and affection for someone you care
dearly for?  If a girl, like my freind 'S' did, discovers on her own that
certain things feel nice, then who are you to say she shouldn't do them.
Though her mother quickly stamped this behaviour out and 'S' now beleives
anything to do with sexuality is dirty, rude and very wrong.  This to me is
extremely unhealthy, sexuality should be allowed to develop naturally in
everyone. Needless to say, coercion is wrong and I beleive that any sexual
behaviour in any relationship should come form the girl. You talk about the
purity of Childhood, could you please explain to the group what this
'purity' thing is, without resorting to pseudo-religious bullshit that comes
from that fact that sex before marriage is bad and children cannot marry,
this was set up by the church hundreds of years ago to control the breeding
stock of the planet, children cant marry because they can't breed, and sex
for anything other than procreation is a sin.

>How could anyone live with themselves after penetrating a young >girl's
>body simply for their pleasure? "But they said they wanted >it..." Little
>girls are like mental patients....even if they say it, >they cannot
>comprehend what they've said.

COMPREHEND WHAT? what is to comprehend about sex, the mystique society has
set up around sex is frankly insulting, adults who enjoy frequent sex enjoy
quoting scientific evidence that dolphins have sex for fun and this must be
a sign of an advanced culture, if this is true (and I beleive it is) thenwhy
shouldn't everyone be able to enjoy it? Are you trying to say a child can
experience nosexual pleasure at all, cos frankly that is bulls*it.

>Making them adults before they are spiritually, physically, and >mentally
>ready?

Spirtitually ready?, are you really so clouded by religion that you cannot
see it for what it really is, I wont go into my anti-religion mode as it is
beyond the subject of this group suffice to say that comment is
surprisingly 'Bulls*it'.

>Fellow members, please feel free to speak up and back me up on this.
>Innocence is a major reason for our attraction to little girls.

Innocence, as another subscriber said, is only ignorance so no, that is not
what I like, Girls who know a lot about the world are even more interesting
to me (not for sex before you say that)

>Is that you admitting that intercourse with a child is wrong?

No, it was him suggesting that it may not be wise because of current
governmental policy on such things, do you read what you want into everything?

>If that is not what a real pedophile should do, then what? Have sex with
>them gently?!?

Errrrrmm... I hate to say this but... yes! this shows respect.
Now I will state again that I have not broken any law (well I've smoked pot
but no laws relevant to this groups topic) but this is because it is illegal
and I would be locked up and 'S' would be put through years of mental abuse
at the hands of psyciatrists. Anyway I hope this has not been too radical
for my second post

yours, irritated,

'Brother Chubba'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Greengrass' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

Greetings all. This is my first post.

I am looking for some support/advice on facing child pornograhy
accusation (under the Protection of Children Act in the UK). I
was raided last year and am due to be interviewed by the police
shortly about this (the legal wheels move slowly). Does any one
have any ideas or advice on how to approach this? I am facing a
great social and personal difficulty over this - have lost most
of my friends, job, position, girlfriend... I could write more
but I don't want to bore people with my first post.

--

>'Ex Astris' wrote:
>A councellor at my mental health center betrayed my
>confidence to the local police, even though I had only discussed
>feelings with her and not actions.

I'm sorry to hear that. I hope that betrayal did not make you
lose confidence. Perhaps you could take this up with the
management of the centre - start by asking for their policy
on confidiently  - this councellor may have breached it. You
don't say if this was treatment you had been directed towards
due to padophilia. Depending on how 'out' you are, you might
also want to take it up with a patients' organisation if there
is one in your area.

--

>'Braveheart' wrote:
>"But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like mental
>patients....even if they say it, they cannot comprehend what they've said.

This is patronising nonsense! It is certainly not true of mental patients
and I don't think it is true of children either. Having been and been
associated with many mental patients over the years, I can say that most of
them know what they want and they understand when they are being denied it
by the (mental health) system. They want enough money to live on, a decent
home, a chance to make real relationships, meaningful occupation and
support in achieving this. Not much different from most people I would say.
Children and others may not understand the implications of something - but
then I think that applied to most of us at one time or another.

'Greengrass'
--------------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

'Braveheart' wrote:
>Little girls are like mental patients....even if they say it, they cannot
>comprehend what they've said.

What do you mean? They have no capacity to make decisions?
Suppose your daughter says "I love you, Daddy". Do you disregard
it because it was spoken by a child? Suppose she says, "I do not
like strawberries". Do you make her eat them anyway because her
decisions are not valid. Suppose she says, "I like it when you hold
me". Do you refuse because she cannot possibly understand what that
means? Children *are* able to understand things. Sure, they don't
have the vocabulary of an adult but they can understand things when
they are explained.

'Sanctuary'
--------------------------------------------------------------



'Xalex' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

'Braveheart' wrote:
> Does the word debauchery come to mind, Yuri?  How could anyone live with
> themselves after penetrating a young girl's body simply for their pleasure?
> "But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like mental
> patients....even if they say it, they cannot comprehend what they've said.

Can someone, anyone, please tell me why is this dickhead allowed to post
in this group?? I can see him declaring in the near future that every
girl-lover is a mental patient because he/she loves "mental patients".
Which in itself is not that bad after all - lock us all together in some
nice and cosy asylum and let the party begin. I'm in for it, baby!

'Xalex'
--------------------------------------------------------------



'Yuri' writes
--------------------------------------------------------------

'Desire' wrote (in response to my take on Lolita):
>I have to disagree. The reason Lolita allowed the sex to happen, is
>that it made Humbert 'quiet', or because she had no choice. And later
>no doubt because that was just the way it was. At no place (except
>perhaps that first time) do I actually see her _enjoy_ the sex with
>Humbert, or decide to _willingly_ give Humbert pleasure.
>
>If you force someone to have sex with you, then agree to give her
>money for it, it's still rape, not prostitution. That's how I feel
>Lolita's position too - she was forced to have sex with Humbert, she
>may not have disliked it very much, but did not do so out of free
>will either. Given that she is in a sexual relationship with him
>anyway, she decides to make the best out of it.

If have to agree with 'Observer', who wrote:

>"It's just my opinion but the consensus is that Lolita was the antagonist
>of
>the movie. She not only seduced him and used him but she also demanded
>money
>and special treatment for her sexual favors. He did make many mistakes and
>especially misleading her about her mothers death. He should have went to
>the
>camp and made a big deal out of the incident and said that he loved Lo and
>wanted to help her cope with the loss. It would not only have made him look
>like a caring father it would have set a precedent of him being there for
>her. Still I feel that Lo was mainly responsible for the bad events
>occurring."

I do agree with the premise that If you force someone to have sex with you,
then agree to give her money for it, it's still rape, not prostitution.,
however, I don't agree that Lolita was forced to have sex.  She seduced him
the first time, and he wasn't even her first lover.  And she enjoyed it most
times (such as the comics scene from the movie), until later, when it did
become more of a trade.  The problem was that Humbert was trying to be both
parent and lover at once, and that doesn't work, because then the girl has
all the power.  Sex should be about love, not power.

'Braveheart' wrote:
>You misunderstood me Yuri. When I talked about drawing the line, I was not
>talking expressly about age, or what different countries consider a mature
>age. For argument's sake, let's just say that generally, girls 14 and over
>can understand the effects and consequences of having sex with someone.
>Usually, girl-lovers are attracted to girls aged 6-12. There is no way that
>little girls that age can even comprehend (let alone understand) the
>consequences and effects of having sex. By enticing or hinting sex to them,
>you are abusing them - denying them the right to have a pure childhood.
>Even if girls ask sexual things and talk about sexual things, this is not
>them telling you that you can have sex with them. They watch TV, go to
>movies, hear and see it at school, they see sex everywhere, and they can
>talk
>about it. This does not mean they are ready.

Before you stone me to death, let me say that I am attracted to women and
girls of all ages, with my main attraction being girls from 12 to 19 or so,
as I stated in my first post.

I will agree that the majority of girls become mature enough to consider
having sex around 13 to 15, and I agree with defining maturity, in part, as
being able to understand and appreciate the effects and possible
consequences of having sex.  However, I think we must recognize that people
mature at different rates.  I have known a couple of 18 year old girls who
are nowhere near mature enough, but by the same token I have known 10 and 11
year old girls who are.  I will say that the younger the girl, the less
likely it is that she would be mature enough.

Also, I never said that one should "entice or hint" at sex.  Let them make
the first move.  I simply don't feel there is anything wrong with
responding.

--

'Yuri' wrote:
>>The only other limit is a question of size when it comes to actual
>>penetration.  Again, everyone is different, but I would think that most
>>girls younger than 10 or 11 are probably too small for any
>>penetration with an adult.  That still leaves plenty of other things
>>to do, though.
>
>Does the word debauchery come to mind, Yuri?  How could anyone live with
>themselves after penetrating a young girl's body simply for their pleasure?

OK, if someone did that to a girl simply for their own pleasure, I would
have to agree with you Braveheart.  Sex should be a mutual, consentual
expression of love between two people.  If it is not, it is worthless.  If
it is done with duress or coercion, it is rape, which is about power, not
sex or love.  That is what child _abuse_, whether sexual, physical or
psychological, is about: power.

I am curious about your use of the word debauchery.  I'm assuming your
meaning is closer to deflowering, which assumes that the girl was a virgin.
That is not always the case.  A good friend of mine, a few years ago walked
in on her youngest sister, who was then 10, having sex with a boy from the
neighborhood, who was, I think, 13.  The first thing my friend did was
respect her sister's privacy and walked out.  She also did not want to simply
react, in her state of shock, but wanted to think about what to say.  Later
on, she had a good long talk with her sister and found out a few things.  He
was her first lover.  That had not been their first time together.  It had
always been consenting, and pleasurable.  She'd always made him wear a
condom.  They both cared for each other a lot.  And it was always special.
In case you're wondering, she was with him for two years, she is now 14, and
in a steady relationship with a 19 year old, who was her second.

>If having sex is not depriving them of their innocence, then what is
>it doing to them? Making them adults before they are spiritually,
>physically, and mentally ready? Sadly, because of people like you
>Sihme, innocence in young children IS being lost at a faster rate...
>because big adults like you are stealing it from them, refusing to
>let them keep it until THEY are ready, and not when YOU think they
>are ready.  You call yourself a girl-lover, trying to hide the fact
>that you are actually just an abuser.

Have you considered that some of them ARE ready?

'Sihme' wrote:
>>But anyway, what I'm saying is
>>that if you're bogged down with morals then you'll never be able
>>to flow with the universe's subtle changes.

'Braveheart' replied:
>You'd better thank God we are bogged down with morals, Sihme. If
>I had no morals, I would see nothing wrong with killing someone
>(perhaps you or your friend), raping someone (perhaps your sister
>or mother)... do you see what I'm getting at?

I have to agree with you on that one, Braveheart.  Without morals, we would
have anarchy.  However, being a moral relativist, what is right for one
person may not be right for another, and the only absolute right (moral) I
believe in is that one must never hurt someone else, or deprive someone else
of their rights.  ("Your right to wave your fists about ends where the other
person's face begins").

'Braveheart' also asked 'Sihme':
>Are you one who is attracted to young girls, but has your own
>priorities first, putting the welfare and feelings and future
>of the girl you are attracted to second? (child-abuser))
>
>Or are you one who truly loves the girl, putting her welfare and
>feelings first always? (girl-lover).
>
>I would hope that being a girl lover means the latter.

I want to reply to that question for myself.  Being a girl-lover certainly
means the latter.  One must truly love the girl, and put her welfare above
your own.  But that is what love is, by my definition: to care enough for
someone to put their life before your own.  I simply don't see that having a
sexual relationship with a young girl is necessarily wrong, if it is done
out of love (you must love her, and she must love you), if it is mutual, if
it is consentual, and if she is mature enough.

'Yuri'
--------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

'Braveheart' wrote:
>In answer to my last post where I said there is a line to be drawn in
>relationships with girls, 'Yuri' wrote:
>
>>I agree that a line must be drawn, but I don't think that the line is hard
>>and immobile, but rather fuzzy and moving.  To put the line at 12 years old,
>>is as arbitrary as 14 (in Canada), 16 (in the UK, I think), or 18 (in most
>>US states).
>
>You misunderstood me Yuri. When I talked about drawing the line, I was not
>talking expressly about age, or what different countries consider a mature
>age.

That still does not say that the line is NOT fuzzy and moving. Whether
it's an age line, or a behavioral line as you would like to draw, it's
impossible to say 'everything to here is okay, everything above here
is not'. In some girls, under some circumstances, you can do things
that you cannot do with other girls in other circumstances.

>For argument's sake, let's just say that generally, girls 14 and over
>can understand the effects and consequences of having sex with someone.

Which effects? Which consequences? What if for argument's sake we say
that that is 10 year olds instead? Or 18 year olds? Or nobody at all?

>Usually, girl-lovers are attracted to girls aged 6-12. There is no way that
>little girls that age can even comprehend (let alone understand) the
>consequences and effects of having sex. By enticing or hinting sex to them,
>you are abusing them - denying them the right to have a pure childhood.

They cannot understand the consequences and effects of going to school,
of eating icecream or of having an adult friend either. So if you
propose them to go to school, offer them an icecream or try to become
their friend you are abusing them too? I still do not see what's so
special about sex that you suddenly have to know all the ins and outs
before even starting to do it.

>Even if girls ask sexual things and talk about sexual things, this is not
>them telling you that you can have sex with them. They watch TV, go to
>movies, hear and see it at school, they see sex everywhere, and they can talk
>about it. This does not mean they are ready.

It does not mean they are NOT ready either. In fact, I strongly believe
it's all a matter of degree. Some degree of sex they're ready for at
birth. Cuddling a baby is not abuse, not cuddling her is. Others they
get ready for during their childhood development - caressing the groin
area over her clothes would be out of bounds for most three year olds,
but a nice thing to do for many a five or six year old. On the other
hand many a girl that age will not be ready for a full-blown mutual
masturbation, but a nine year old might. And for oral sex, or
intercourse, the ages will probably be higher still. And of course it
all differs from girl to girl too.

It's not like girls get ready for sex suddenly in one day, or one month,
or one year. It's a process, just like every other point of development
is a process. A process that starts years before, and that ends years
after the age group you mentioned (6-12). I would not propose a girl to
have sex out of the blue. But if it's a girl who I see rubbing her
private parts very often, I might offer to help her with a rub.

Are young girls ready for sex? Yes, they are! They're just not ready for
full-blown, adult sex. Each developmental stage has its own sexuality. One
should not go too far beyond that. But one should also not put one limit on
all girls, in all situations, in all ages between 6 and 12. And if you are
in a relationship with a girl that has a sexual component, there is a good
chance that her sexuality will develop faster than that of other girls her
age. That's not a case of 'taking their innocence', that's the most basic
thing of learning theory.

>Does the word debauchery come to mind, Yuri?  How could anyone live with
>themselves after penetrating a young girl's body simply for their pleasure?
>"But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like mental
>patients....even if they say it, they cannot comprehend what they've said.

Please read that last line again. In my opinion it is highly insulting
towards both little girls and mental patients. Sure, many girls are not
ready for intercourse, even if they would ask so. But others are. Who
are you to tell them they are not allowed to have that experience?

>If having sex is not depriving them of their innocence, then what is
>it doing to them?

That depends. It might be giving them pleasure. It might be abusing
them. It might be little at all. It might be something completely
different yet. It all depends on the girl, her partner, the
circumstances...

And what's this holy 'innocence' anyway?

>Making them adults before they are spiritually,
>physically, and mentally ready?

What has having sex to do with becoming an adult? I know of children
that get adult too early. Sometimes that has to do with sexual abuse,
in most cases it does not. I once met a girl who was in that process.
Her mother was a heroin addict, and even though she was only seven
years old or so, she already was in the situation where the housework
would not get well if she did not interfere. That's a girl who got
adult too young (well, not really - she was taken away from her
mother and got a foster parent before that actually happened - but it
could have happened). That's the kind of situations that makes a girl
grow up too early. Not intimate knowledge of another way to have
pleasure.

>Sadly, because of people like you
>Sihme, innocence in young children IS being lost at a faster rate...
>because big adults like you are stealing it from them, refusing to
>let them keep it until THEY are ready, and not when YOU think they
>are ready.

So, where is that sign that turns green when the girl IS ready? What
do you expect me to wait for? Should I give you a phone call whenever
I want to do something with a child? Because what I think does not
matter, what she thinks does not matter... only what you think? Get
real!

>You call yourself a girl-lover, trying to hide the fact
>that you are actually just an abuser.

Well, I just happen to have talked to Sihme a bit more, and he told
me he would never actually do it. Not because of the reasons you
mention, but because some bigots like you will make their opinions
into a self-fulfilling prophecy.

>>Ever since the beginning, talk of
>>innocence has bothered me, mostly because it's spouted from the
>>mouths of the child abuse industry... "how COULD you deprive
>>this child of her/his innocence".. blah...
>
>It's coming from MY mouth, too, Sihme, and probably most of the
>members of ASGL. That's why I'm attracted to young girls - because
>they have that innocence that we so long ago lost.

So what is this 'innocence' that you hold so holy? And why does it
go away when one has sex? Is that the only way it is lost? If so,
then I'm innocent too. And hating every minute of it.

>Fellow members,
>please feel free to speak up and back me up on this. Innocence is
>a major reason for our attraction to little girls.

Major? No. It's part of it, but just a small part. But I do not see
why innocence would be lost from having sex.

>'Sihme wrote:
>>All you've got when the time comes, and
>>your naked little girl is offering herself to you, is a set of
>>circumstances, causes and possible effects, and outside of that
>>the morals, predetermined modes of conduct,
>>code of honour fade away.
>
>Do you really think the little girls of this world are lining up
>their naked bodies to get debauched by adults?

No, I don't think so. But I also don't think it's something that
*never* happens.

>And the morals
>don't fade away, if you have them - those moments are when they
>are the strongest.

Well, my moral happens to be based on circumstances, casuses and
possible effects. Not on strict laws that cannot be changed. What
counts is first the girl, then me, and then... Then nothing. You
can keep your 'morality'. My task in this world is not to uphold
some morality, but to make the life of girls happier. Sometimes
that will include refraining from sexual contact, however much we
both want to, because some of the possible consequences are too
much to burden her with. Sometimes it will include not refraining
from it, because those consequences are absent, or less
importance than the positive ones - like having fun.

>If I were in the position where a young girl
>was lying naked on her bed, you know what I would do? And this I
>believe is what a girl-lover is all about... I would fondle her,
>yes, kiss and carress her, touch her, rub her, suck her, lick her,
>perhaps all of these...

And here I think you were arguing AGAINST sex! Boy, was I wrong.
Does that girl know what it means to be sucked and licked? Why
take her innocence away only because you want to fondle, kiss and
rub her?

Child molester! Let the precious thing sleep, instead of forcing
your well-meant intimacies on her, ok?

It's ALL about circumstances. Sometimes the things you describe
are the right way to go, sometimes they are not. For some girls
what you do is too much, for others you can do a bit more as
well.

>but I would never have intercourse with
>her and strip her of her virginity. Who are we to take that away??

Well, I still have my virginity, and IT SUCKS! What's so damn
special about that?

Man, do you have high morals... You would never have intercourse
with a girl. Now, congratulations! I'd rather have intercourse with
the girl who is ready for that, and keep it with the simplest of
hugs with the girl who is not ready to go further than that.
Apparently you prefer to rub, suck and lick them both. Who's the
child molester?

>>But anyway, what I'm saying is
>>that if you're bogged down with morals then you'll never be able
>>to flow with the universe's subtle changes.
>
>You'd better thank God we are bogged down with morals, Sihme. If
>I had no morals, I would see nothing wrong with killing someone
>(perhaps you or your friend), raping someone (perhaps your sister
>or mother)... do you see what I'm getting at?

Well, I agree with those morals too. But not with the one we are
talking about now. Too rigid. It all depends on the circumstances.
That's what Sihme is trying to say, and what you keep failing to
understand.

>>I can think of a few general reasons I'd consider before deciding
>>if going ahead with intercourse with an lg was wise (although, it's
>>probably never exactly _wise_ hehe)
>
>Is that you admitting that intercourse with a child is wrong?

No, that's admitting that the situations in which intercourse with
a child is not wrong are almost non-existent. That's a difference.
You say that it's wrong, period. Sihme says that it depends on the
situation - and the situation just happens to likely to be such
that it's not a good decision.

>>A REAL paedophile
>>would stay voluntarily chaste because of his respect for girls.
>
>If that is not what a real pedophile should do, then what? Have
>sex with them gently?!?

If that's what the girl wants - yes!

>>Consensual sex with kids is a good thing.  How do I know this is true?
>>Because I have looked inside myself.
>
>Hmm, perhaps if you took your eyes and thoughts off yourself and
>considered the little girl you were debauching, you'd see
>things differently.

Why? Because it's a good thing not to give a girl what she wants?
Because it's a good thing to let the good things wait? Because YOU
want her to be innocent, whatever that may mean?

>As far as the sex, he never really forced himself on
>her - she was always willing to put up with it for one reason
>or another... which proves my point... she didn't really understand
>sex... but she quickly understood that it was the only way to get
>what she wanted from Humbert... so it became a job to her, almost.

I think it proves my point too. One should not say 'this is right,
that is wrong' out of the blue. Lolita had sex with her boyfriend
at camp too. Did he do something wrong? Not in my book. Just a boy
and a girl having fun together. But in your book he's the one who
took her innocence.

Then Humbert has sex with her. And I think he did wrong. Not because
he had sex with her. But because he did so without her wanting it.
Circumstances are what counts. If he had just been hugging her, and
she was just as reluctant, he would have crossed the line too.
That's my point - that line is not hard. It all depends on the
situation.

>One could see the story of Lolita as the invasion by an adult
>into a child's world. In a way, that is true. But I believe he
>loved her, and the saddest thing about it is that she never
>loved him back. My advice to Humbert? "You should have waited
>a while, stayed with her, but waited... she would have gotten
>to the age where she understood love, and you would have enjoyed
>your whole life with her. Unfortunately, you didn't wait."

The problem was not that Lolita was too young. She was well able
to understand love, to give and take it. She seems to me to be
quite early in that development. The problem is that love needs
to grow. Humbert did not go through the precursing phases of
love-making, but jumped right over them. A jump Lolita could
not follow. That has nothing to do with her age - the same thing
would have happened if she were an adult (or a six year old).

>Here is where I believe we must make a decision. I must ask some
>of the current posters to ASGL, what are you?
>
>Are you one who is attracted to young girls, but has your own
>priorities first, putting the welfare and feelings and future
>of the girl you are attracted to second? (child-abuser))
>
>Or are you one who truly loves the girl, putting her welfare and
>feelings first always? (girl-lover).
>
>I would hope that being a girl lover means the latter.

From what you write, you are neither. You put neither your own
priorities first, nor the girl's welfare and feeling. You put
some stupid 'outside morality' first.

As for me, I guess I would be a girl-lover. But I guess I would
fall somewhere in between either. No-one will put one person first
always - if I would have to end up handicapped for life to give
my girl a flower, I would not - however much she liked it. So, I
do not always put her welfare and feelings first - it all depends
on how much of a difference things make. I guess it's a stupid
difference after all.

>If this is just a mailing list encouraging each other to go out
>and screw our little girl 'friends' in the name of "girl-loving",
>then I'm sorry, but I have no place here.

That's not what we're doing here. But there is a large area
between encouraging something and condemning it. I will not go
out and screw my Marleen. She's not ready for it, and in all
likelihood will not be for years to come. But that does not
mean that the same holds for all those other several hundred
millions of girls walking around on this earth.

--

A bit lighter material to end this piece with:

Q: What's the worst thing about being a pedophile?
A: Having to go to bed so early.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------
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UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

18th May 1999

_Fantasy and reality of pupil-teacher love_

One school leaver in 20 claims to have had a sexual
relationship with one of their teachers, according to
a survey. It also found that nearly half admitted
to fantasising about affairs with their teachers.

The survey was carried out during research by
Channel 5's _Family Affairs_. Researchers quizzed
800 school leavers in eight British cities.

------------------------------------------------------------



EU/net
------------------------------------------------------------

17th May 1999

_WEB-BASED E-MAIL RE-MAILER GETS ENCRYPTED_

Sending Web-based e-mail could become extra secure with the
launch of a service that will allow users to send anonymous
e-mails using very strong encryption.

Called HushMail, users will be able to register as normal
or remain anonymous and by using a number-randomising
system then create a passphrase which is more secure than
simply using a password.

Both numbers and letters can be used, making it more
difficult to hack into users accounts and uses a 1024-bit
encryption and archiving system. The system will only work
if both the user and the sender have a HushMail account,
also giving extra security.

------------------------------------------------------------


EU/net:
------------------------------------------------------------

May 1999

_EURO WEB RATINGS SYSTEM PLAN_

Moves to create a rating system for European web sites will
continue this week, when Internet experts will meet in
Brussels to debate the future of Internet content labelling.

Representatives from many of the European Union member
states will examine ways to create a generic rating and
filtering system suitable for European Internet users - to
the horror of civil rights activists.

The conference is being organised by the Internet Content
Rating for Europe (INCORE) organisation.

------------------------------------------------------------



USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

17th May 1999

_Minnesota set to pass tough kiddy porn laws_

A legislative panel at the Minnesota Senate-House conference
committee was today finalizing a revised bipartisan child
porn bill that deals with computer sex crimes.  The new bill
would make first-time possession or distribution of child
pornography a felony punishable by up to three years in
prison and a $5,000 fine. A second offense raises prison
time to five years and $10,000 fine. A vote to make the
bill a law was expected by today.

------------------------------------------------------------



Canada:
------------------------------------------------------------

May 17, 1999

_Canadian Regulator To Keep Hands Off Internet_

The Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications
Commission said Monday that it would not regulate Internet
because it does not fall under the definition of
broadcasting under the country's Broadcasting Act.

The group's report follows a 10-month review that heard
from nearly 80 organizations and considered more than 1,000
submissions. The commission said Canadian companies
creating content for the Internet are enjoying success and
any regulation could put them at a competitive disadvantage.

The announcement came as no surprise for industry
watchers, but represented welcome news regardless.

Free speech proponents were hoping the regulatory body would
admit that it was technically impossible to regulate the
Internet, said Rick Broadhead, co-author of the Canadian
Internet Handbook. "The Internet has always been a bastion
of free speech and free expression," he said. "Anyone who
is interested in those issues wants the government to get
its hands off of the Internet."

------------------------------------------------------------




USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

May 14, 1999

_GAY SF JOURNALIST WINS KEY PORN VICTORY_

Award-winning gay reporter Bruce Mirken won a crucial
victory today in his ongoing battle against charges
stemming from a Sacramento Police Department Internet
sting operation last summer.

San Francisco Superior Court Judge Herbert Donaldson
found Mirken not guilty of misdemeanor possession of
child pornography.

The charge was a bizarre offshoot of Mirken's legal
odyssey, which began last summer when he communicated via
America Online with what he believed to a troubled gay
teenager who might be the subject of a possible story. The
"teen," who turned out to be an undercover police officer,
kept steering the conversation towards sex, and when Mirken
went to meet the boy, intending merely to interview him, he
was instantly arrested for "attempted lewd acts" with the
fictional minor.

The police then ransacked Mirken's apartment in search of
evidence of "sexual exploitation of children." They found
none, but seized the reporter's computer and probed its
hard drive using software that enabled investigators to
retrieve deleted files. Among these files were five images
of underaged boys, which Mirken had apparently come across
while surfing the Internet or which perhaps had been
attached to an email message he received. All of the files
had been deleted within 28 seconds of receipt. Although
there was no evidence that Mirken had solicited the material
or done anything other than dispose of it instantly, the
San Francisco District Attorney's office went ahead and
prosecuted him for possession of child porn.

The defense and prosecution agreed to a non-jury trial
before San Francisco Superior Court Judge Herbert
Donaldson, and the brief trial began May 13 -- Mirken's
43rd birthday. The only witnesses were the officer who
served the arrest warrant on Mirken last year and defense
and prosecution computer experts.

"This case was an absurdity from the get-go," Mirken said
after the verdict.

"Their expert witness and our expert witness actually
agreed on all the key facts: I'd deleted all the
contraband files within 28 seconds after downloading
them. I didn't possess the software needed to retrieve
them. There was no evidence that I'd copied them or
saved them in any form, and there was no evidence that
I'd sought this sort of material."

As evidence of Mirken's alleged criminal intent, Pelosi
had introduced into evidence a portion of the transcribed
online chat between the reporter and the undercover
officer, posing as a 14-year-old. But Judge Donaldson was
unimpressed, succinctly observing, "The salacious part of
the conversation appears to be from the police and not the
defendant."

Upon hearing the verdict, Mirken immediately went home
and called his parents, who have stood by him throughout
his ordeal and helped pay his skyrocketing legal bills.

His mother, in the terminal stages of chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease which has left her virtually unable to
breathe, was unable to come to the phone, so his father
promised to relay the message when she was more alert.
"My mom may not live to see me vindicated in Sacramento,"
Mirken said. "I desperately wanted to at least win this
one while she is still alive so she can have a little bit
of peace and know there's a light at the end of the tunnel.
That's some small comfort at least."

Mirken's trial on the Sacramento charge is set for June 10
at 8:30 AM in Dept. 8 in the Sacramento courthouse, located
near the state Capitol. His expenses related to the case
have now passed the $50,000 mark and may well exceed
$60,000 before a verdict is reached. Donations payable to
the Bruce Mirken Legal Defense Fund can be sent to P.O. Box
14954, San Francisco, CA 94114. Information is available on
the Web at http://www.void.org/~claudius/BruceMirken/

Mirken is eager to proceed with the Sacramento trial. "I'm
looking forward to finally getting the chance to tell the
story in full," he said. "If we can get a fair jury, I'm
confident they'll see through the smoke and mirrors of
the prosecution's case, just as Judge Donaldson did here."

------------------------------------------------------------



Israel:
------------------------------------------------------------

12th May 1999

_Israeli Scientist Reports Discovery of Advance in Code Breaking_

An Israeli computer scientist is expected to shake up the
world of cryptography this week when he introduces a
design for a device that could quickly unscramble
computer-generated codes that until now have been
considered secure enough for financial and government
communications.

In a paper to be presented Tuesday in Prague, the computer
scientist, Adi Shamir, one of the world's foremost
cryptographers, will describe a machine, not yet built,
that could - theoretically - vastly improve the ability of
code breakers to decipher codes thought to be unbreakable
in practical terms. They are used to protect everything
from financial transactions on the Internet to account
balances stored in so-called smart cards.

------------------------------------------------------------




UK (summary of a radio news item):
------------------------------------------------------------

15th May 1999

A conference hosted by Childline, the children's charity,
and addressed by Hillary Clinton and Cherie Booth QC, was
told how sex offenders were not being prosecuted by the
police, and that the legal system had to be changed to
prevent child victims feeling abused by it. The conference
was also picketted by protestors, who claimed that
Childline and the NSPCC encouraged false allegations.

------------------------------------------------------------



USA (I think we've had this in a fuller version, before):
------------------------------------------------------------

4th April 1999

_Court rules nudity isn't enough to make pic 'porn'_

_Summary:_        Just because someone finds a photo of a
nude child erotic doesn't make it _kiddy porn_, the
United States Appeals Court in Boston ruled yesterday. The
court threw out a 5-year sentence handed a New Hampshire
man, Alan Amirault, for trafficking in child pornography.

------------------------------------------------------------



UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

14th May 1999

_Media to fight Bill on child coverage_

THE Government is facing a European court battle with
British newspapers over plans to restrict media coverage
of any incident involving children.

A leading member of the Press Complaints Commission said
yesterday that papers would take the Government to the
European Court of Human Rights unless proposals in the
Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Bill were changed.
Les Hinton, executive chairman of News International, which
owns The Times, said the proposals were a breach of the
European Convention on Human Rights and would become a
"spectacular own goal" for the Government.

Under the proposals, the media will not be able to name or
identify anyone aged under 18 who is involved in a criminal
investigation or court case, whether a witness, victim or
perpetrator.

------------------------------------------------------------


USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

9th May 1999

_ACLU: Swamped with student complaints_

               Eleven students are suspended for putting
a satirical essay on their personal Web site. A teen-ager
is sent to the police station for wearing black clothing. A
student is interrogated about the chemistry book he's
carrying.

Across the nation, American Civil Liberties Union offices
say they're being swamped by complaints that nervous school
officials are trampling students' constitutional rights
since the April 20 shootings in Littleton, Colo.

"It seems to have become a witch hunt. I'm sure we've
gotten hundreds of phone calls," said Ann Beeson, a staff
attorney at the ACLU's national headquarters in New York.
"Most school officials are not aware or not focusing on
the fact that students are citizens, too."

Greg Daniels of the ACLU in Ohio said the most serious of
more than two dozen complaints to his office involved 11
students from Brimfield, a small town about 30 miles
southeast of Cleveland. The students had a Web site for the
Gothic subculture of youths who wear black, listen to
Goth-rock and think a lot about death.

The Web site, filled with images of dragons and castles and
dark poetry, had been created months before the Littleton
shootings but was updated with comment on the massacre. The
students called gunmen Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold fellow
"freaks" and sarcastically praised them.

One statement read: "I wonder how long it'll be before
we're allowed to wear our trenchcoats anymore. You know
those screwed up kids in Colorado were wearing them, so
that means I will also kill someone, and so will all my
friends."

Timm Mackley, the school district's superintendent, said
the Web site had a threatening tone. He suspended the
students, but the ACLU successfully fought their expulsion.

"The students were engaging in protected speech, off
campus," Daniels said. "The school says they can punish
them for that type of speech and behavior. What's next?
Regulating conversations off campus?"

ACLU officials said most of the complaints they're hearing
deal with teens getting in trouble for dressing in black.

Some other cases:

A 13-year-old Arizona boy was given in-school detention for
carrying an electronics magazine with ads for guns. The boy
was arrested when he drew a cartoon showing the school
blowing up.

A 14-year-old Pennsylvania girl was suspended for telling a
teacher in a class conversation on the Littleton shootings
that she could understand how someone who is teased
endlessly could snap.

An Illinois student was questioned by a psychiatrist for 1
1/2 hours about the video games he plays and asked if he
ever looks for bomb-making instructions on the Internet.

"It really scares me. Anybody who doesn't fit into a
specific category or dresses differently or is considered a
nerd or a geek, all of a sudden they're a suspect. The
students are losing their constitutional rights," said
Andy Brumme, staff counsel for the ACLU in South Carolina.

Brumme represented a 17-year-old North Augusta, S.C.,
student who was suspended for criticizing his principal and
ROTC teachers at Midland Valley High School.

School administrators had talked to the teen about the Web
site before but didn't take action until after the Colorado
shootings.

"It's ludicrous to think that's a threat," Brumme said.
"People are reacting instead of thinking." Brumme said
the student had a good case but agreed to remove the
criticism and apologize so he could graduate and go on to
college this fall.

Brumme said he was considering filing a complaint after
police searched three suburban Columbia high school
students who were sent to the principal's office for
wearing all black. He said one of the students was asked
why he was carrying a chemistry book.

"Schools are saying that school safety comes first and
students' rights second. That's wrong," said Eleanor
Eisenberg, executive director of the ACLU in Arizona.

"Every political development and crisis brings an assault
on civil liberties," Nadine Strossen said. " Politicians
always look for quick-fix solutions to intractable societal
problems."

Strossen, a New York law school professor who was elected
ACLU president in 1991, commented Saturday while visiting
Madison as a speaker at University of Wisconsin
commencement exercises.

Children are being deprived of rights that adults take for
granted, she said.

"Plus there's this point of view that our kids are
dangerous predators from whom we have to be protected. We
are the only developed country in the world that subjects
its juveniles to the death penalty," Strossen said.

------------------------------------------------------------


UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

11th May 1999

_Counselling children 'can add to grief'_

The counselling of bereaved children may do more harm than
good, according to an expert in child psychiatry.

Children are extremely resilient and those with good
self-esteem and strong relationships with surviving family
members get through bereavement surprising well, said
Richard Harrington, professor in child psychiatry at the
University of Manchester.

In a paper published today in the Journal of the Royal
Society of Medicine he said it "may not be necessary to
encourage children through the painful process of crying
and expressing sadness". In fact, children separated from a
parent by divorce have a higher risk of mental illness than
those who experience parental death.

Estimates suggest that each year more than 100,000 British
children lose a parent, brother or sister. The belief among
professionals that such deaths have a detrimental effect on
their emotional development has led many health authorities
to offer specialist bereavement programmes for children.

But Professor Harrington, who has reviewed a wide range of
child bereavement and counselling studies, says there is no
evidence that counselling is effective or that children who
suffer bereavement are more likely to become depressed or
have social problems.

"We cannot be confident that the theories behind childhood
bereavement programmes are sound," he said. "Most children
do not show the period of withdrawal and despair that
some theories would suggest, and failure to mourn does
not seem to be linked to later psychological disorders."

------------------------------------------------------------



Research:
------------------------------------------------------------

May 99

_Why children need touch_

The past 10 years have seen a revolution in understanding
how the human brain works. Far from being purely
genetically hard-wired at birth, our genes have endowed our
brains with the capacity to be physically moulded by what
we do, think, sense and feel. And this has very important
implications for health and human potential.

Stressful experiences can sculpt the brain too. Deep below
the cortex, two almond shaped parts of the brain - the
amygdala - detect danger in a split second and take over
command of the brain, forcing you into action in times of
perceived danger. The amygdala is part of the brain's
emotional system - the limbic system. When you hear, see,
feel or smell something, this information passes both to
the cortex and to the amygdala. In fact, it gets to the
amygdala before it reaches other parts of the brain. And if
what you sense has been linked with danger, the amygdala
springs into action.

This is because the amygdala functions as a kind of
storehouse of emotional memories, and these memories and
reactions are physically embroidered into the brain's
wiring. Such changes in the emotional parts of the brain
can be very hard to reverse through new learning, which is
why it can be hard to overcome phobias and other emotional
disorders that are so common.

Part of the stress reaction triggered by the amygdala and
other brain regions is to release steroid stress hormones
into the blood. While these are essential fuel for fast
responding to emergencies, if stress is excessive or
prolonged, stress-related changes in brain chemistry can be
harmful to brain cells, particularly in a part of the brain
responsible for learning and day-to-day memory - the
hippocampus. We need the hippocampus to remember what we
did this morning, to remember the name of a new business
contact or to recall what we were told five minutes before.

Stress, if it is severe or prolonged, can cause the
neurones in the hippocampus to shrink, though they usually
spring back into shape once the stress is lifted. It is
likely that the problems with memory and concentration that
people often experience during periods of stress are partly
caused by this temporary stress-sculpture of the brain.

One of the best antidotes to the corrosive effects of too
much stress is love and affection. When young mice are
regularly stroked gently on the back with a soft, dry
paintbrush, beneficial changes in their brain chemistry
result, of a type likely to promote positive cognitive and
emotional development in important brain centres. It
shouldn't be surprising, therefore, that children deprived
of physical affection and a close emotional relationship to
one or more adults, show brains and bodies that are stunted.

A few years ago our TV screens showed harrowing images of
Romanian orphanages, a legacy of the Ceaucescu regime.
The pictures of row upon row of dull-eyed orphans sitting
in bare, dirty rooms still haunts many people. In the
better Romanian orphanages, the children are reasonably
well fed, clean and are allowed access to the fresh air.
What they too often lack, however, is much more important,
namely the brain-nurturing interchange with a loving adult
who learns to understand and respond to them.

But it is not just in Romania that children can be deprived
of such essential mind and brain sculpture. In the
Eighties, a group of researchers studied children in London
who had gone into institutional care before the age of two,
and left again sometime over the next five years. Though
the children were given very good physical care, as well as
decent mental and verbal stimulation, what they didn't get
was a close relationship with one or two adults. Rather,
they were looked after by an army of different staff - 50
on average over the course of their stay.

It is, of course, impossible for 50 different people to
form the close relationship that a young child needs. So,
it is not surprising to find that, in one study, a third of
women who had been in institutions as children were
psychiatrically ill by the time they were adults. In
contrast, only one in 20 women who hadn't been in
institutions as children were psychiatrically ill.

In short, loving physical relationships can help break
the transmission of faulty mind sculpture across
generations, as well as help to protect against the
corrosive effects of stress.

---------------------------------------------------------
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'C.L. Wheels' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

What a week this has been. A few days ago I came home to my
apartment building to find the words "I hate 'C'" written not only
on the sidewalk, but on the building and several other places around
the complex. As you may recall, 'C' is the 10-year-old girl who I
have taken a fancy to. I was quite upset at seeing this. Seeing her
reaction however, really made me feel for the girl. She was so
distraught. I wanted so badly to comfort her and tell her that not
only did *I not* hate her, but that I loved her. But I held back. I
even made a little card on my computer and printed it out, simply
stating that I loved her. (I still have that card, by the way.)

Today I saw her again and talked with her and a few of her friends
who were trying to find out who did this. I took her hand and said
that everything would be okay and whoever did this will be found and
dealt with. She seemed to be in a much better mood today as she was
laughing a bit, which made me feel better also. But, again, for some
unknown reason, I held my true feelings from her. Why am I so afraid
of telling her how I feel? Fear of rejection? Fear of trouble with
her parents? I don't know! All I know is I love this girl and it's
killing me that I can't bring myself to tell her. Has anyone else
here gone through a similar experience? How did you deal with it?

'C.L. Wheels'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Yuri' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

A month or so ago, 'Surgeboy' wrote:
>I want to answer the question put forth about allowing our own
>children to be around other child-lovers.

>
>Yes, I think I would allow my child to be around someone I knew
>to be a child-lover.  Building friendships is important to me,
>and I would like my children to develop healthy relationships as
>early as possible.
>
>However, I would be VERY careful before allowing him to have SEX
>with my child. I would have some issues that would need to be
>addressed first.  Her safety and his respect for her feelings
>are too important to ignore.
>
>Naturally, I would advise her to maintain a "vow of silence",
>while at the same time letting her know that she could come
>to me if something was wrong.
>
>So, all things considered, I would gladly encourage my child to
>become sexually active with an adult of the opposite sex.
>
>I would be her support and guide into a world of eroticism and
>sex-play.  If she had any questions or concerns, I would try to
>answer them in a positive and an open manner.
>
>So, yes, if a friend asked to have sex with my daughter, I would
>allow it. As long as he agreed to a my rules about safety and
>respect, and she wanted it too, I would have no problem.
>
>What they then choose to do in private would be up to them.
>
>I would also like to think that someone out there would be willing
>to trust me with their daughter.

Now, I don't have a daughter, but I hope that when I do have kids I'll feel
the same way as I do now, which is pretty much in line with what Surgeboy
wrote (so I would trust you with my daughter, if I had one, provided she
wanted it too).  I have two questions for Surgeboy: 1) how old is your
daughter now, and 2) what kind of rules about safety and respect would you
have, to ensure that her feelings were respected and that she was safe?

'Yuri'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'nickless' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

Hello ASGLers!

On April 21, my computer got a virus, and I could only have it working
again on this Saturday (May 15). So, here are my opinions about the
threads that have been developing while I was "connectionless".

--

About Lolita:

I've read the book and I've seen the '98 (or was it '97?) remake movie.
IMHO, Lolita was just a girl who had recently discovered sex at a summer
camp when a handsome and attractive man in his 40's, Humbert Humbert,
shows physical interest in her. That was a rare opportunity to use her
recently acquired sexual powers, what she did. After a long seducing
play, they go to bed. That was enough for her, but not for him. Blinded
by his desire, Humbert takes her away, forces her to make sex, and so
on. So I think it is a story about lust, and not about girl-loving.
Although I identified with Humbert when I first read it, now I see I'm
light-years away from him.

--

About sex with young girls:

'Braveheart', I thank you for being active in the list and for exposing
your opinion. However, there's a certain way to expose opinions which,
as you said, "step on a few toes", and you're not getting it. Your 10th
May post was unnecesserily aggressive, as were some responses to it.
Anyway, I ask you to stay with us, and I hope we can all understand each
other.

I disagree with those who say that adult/child sex is wrong, as well as
I disagree with those who say it's right. It MAY be right. But it
depends on many things.

'Braveheart' wrote:
>Next, I don't care who's toes I step on with this one. We, as true
>girl-lovers, should NEVER even think about asking or encouraging
>sexual intercourse with a young girl. How could anyone say they
>truly cared for a girl, and then take advantage of her under-
>developed sense of morality and virginity? No young girl (again,
>I'm talking between the ages of 6 and 12), no matter what they may
>say, should be forced into such an adult and mature decision. If
>you do that, then you deserve every hostile comment you ever get,
>for it is people like those who have given pedophilia the detested
>reputation it has today.

I agree. Girl-lovers should not take advantage of their position as
friends and confidents to have sex with lg's. If we do so, we're
betraying their confidence. But what if they also want to?

>Friends, please know where to draw the line. It may be hard,
>but if you really love the girl (and don't just want to abuse her),
>you will. Young girls are, to me, God's most beautiful gift to us.
>Treat them gently, treat them like the angels they are, and never,
>ever take advantage of them.

You talk like EVERY adult which has sex with a lg is taking advantage of
her. Why?

>Does the word debauchery come to mind, Yuri?  How could anyone live
>with themselves after penetrating a young girl's body simply for their
>pleasure? "But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like
>mental patients....even if they say it, they cannot comprehend what
>they've said.

Somewhat true. If you ask a 7-years-old girl wether she wants to eat
healthy food like vegetables, cereals, and things like that for the rest
of her life, or would she prefer hamburgers, ice-cream and pop sodas,
what would she answer? Do you think what she wants is the best for her?
Same goes for sex. There are girls that are not mature enough for sex,
but there are girls who are, and it has nothing to do with age. When a
lg suggests to a gl that they should have sex, the gl should analyze the
girl's maturity, along with the environment she lives in, before
deciding what to do.

There's also the physical aspect. Penetration with a girl that has not
reached puberty yet could be disastrous.

>If having sex is not depriving them of their innocence, then what is
>it doing to them? Making them adults before they are spiritually,
>physically, and mentally ready?

If becoming an adult means having sex, catholic priests remain children
for the rest of their lives. And what about old ladies who are still
virgins? They're children too, right?

>You'd better thank God we are bogged down with morals, Sihme. If
>I had no morals, I would see nothing wrong with killing someone
>(perhaps you or your friend), raping someone (perhaps your sister
>or mother)... do you see what I'm getting at?

I totally agree. Morals are needed. But we should keep in mind that
only three morals remain the same for everyone: don't lie, don't steal,
don't kill. The resemblance ends here. So, what seems right to you,
'Braveheart', may not seem right to me, and so on.

'Rasputin's Dog' replied:
>Let's talk, Mr." Children are So Innocent"; Let's talk
>about your childhood. Where you an innocent child? Did
>you ever peek through the crack of the door to catch a
>glimse of your sister (or relace any applicable female
>family member) when they were dressing in order to see
>them naked? Did you ever play doctor and propose that
>your female or male playmate had some mallady that
>needed viewing in the genital areas? Or did you ever
>ask to play the dad while palying house and attempt or
>propose some fatherly bedroom duties be performed?
>Etc. If not, you were either raised in a moral and
>sexually bubble or your fathers' name was Michael
>Meadved.

I speak for myself when I say that my childhood was not "innocent", in
the meaning it is being discussed here. My parents were very
open-minded, and they never hide from me that people (including
themselves) made sex. They would often talk to me about sex, sexual
organs, AIDS, protection, etc, and I remember loving others girls, and
feeling sexual interest.

'Braveheart' again:
>Innocence is a major reason for our attraction to little girls.

In my first post in ASGL, I declared that innocence was one of the
reasons I like lg. But know, 'Sihme' questioning about it made me
rethink my position. Maybe what I like about children is their different
approach to sex.

'Xalex' thus replied to 'Braveheart's post:
>Can someone, anyone, please tell me why is this dickhead allowed to
>post in this group?? I can see him declaring in the near future that
>every girl-lover is a mental patient because he/she loves "mental
>patients". Which in itself is not that bad after all - lock us all
>together in some nice and cosy asylum and let the party begin. I'm in
>for it, baby!

That's the kind of thing that will take us nowhere.

Well, that's it.

'nickless'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Dalderious' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

Wow! I just read the latest list and many people seem
to disgree on some issues. So, I thought I'd just
mention a few things.

Two points first though. One, I am not saying this as
a definite source, just some things I've been throwing
around in my head and I'd like to hear what you all
may have to comment. Two, my mentioning of these
points does not mean that I agree with how they are or
have been used in other arguments.

Oh, and be nice, this is my first post. :-)

--

Virginity - Well, if it means your "first time", then
I don't think it means anything at all. (Just in case
anyone _didn't_ know this, it is here for educational
purposes only.... <g>) Females are born with a hymen.
Quoted from www.m-w.com "a fold of mucous membrane
partly closing the orifice of the vagina". I guess
it's like that quality seal you may find on food. It's
broken after the first use. Thus 'the virgin'. Since it
does not grow back once it has been broken, it is a
pretty good indicator. Drawbacks, however, would be
when it is broken "unaturally", such as by a fall or
horseriding (or by child birth, if you believe in that
immaculate conception with the virgin mary, it still had
to break when Jesus came out), or (as I have heard) that
if she is younger than three years of age that it does
then grow back. (Someone who is more qualified then me
(anyone!) should mention if they have any good
information on those last two whether being true or
false). Males, therefore, cannot be virgins. The aura
that some would have you believe surrounds virginity
would probably be more of the "first time" thing,
however.

--

Innocence - The Innocence thing seems real cool when
you first hear it. There is a difference between
children and adults (even if it is age alone), and
some seem to have a hard time understanding exactly
what it is. So, throw then a new word which basically
cannot be applied, but sounds like it could or should,
and there you go.

But, I actually do think it applies in one manner. Let
us imagine two little girls (that should be too hard
:-P). A is born in a religous setting and in the
future will live a religious life happily. B is born
in a modern family and will continue to live like with
an "open mind" and will raise her children with an
even greater "openness" ad infinitum.

A, will most probably wait for marriage to have Sexual
Intercourse (SI). It would go so far, that indulging
in this pleasure when not for marriage, would be a
sin. (Forget about the reasons, for there are too
many, and probably depends on the religion which
should be irrelevant.) For her SI is something
special. And if she were to have had SI at an earlier
age, then the first time she had SI with her husband
would not be the same experience.

Now A was not so religous herself until she turned 12.
So she might have had SI before then, possibly with
full knowledge, understanding, and consent. However,
when she got married at age 25, she was then religious
and regretted her earlier actions -- based on her new
lifestyle -- . The question I have is this. Now that
she is a different girl, can she feel bad about what
she did earlier? I hope I explained the question well
enough.

Here's a related query. A was religious all along, and
made a conscious decision to wait until she was
married, which would not happen until she was at least
18. Now, because of some obscure clause in her
religion, she is to die at the age of 12. Does she
still need to wait? Since the wait means nothing.

If you're wondering why I am asking about a
hypothtical case, it is because I am trying to see if
"innocence" really make a difference, or if it is just
based on personal choice. Change the ages as needed.

B, the modern girl, does what she wants. So, she finds
nothing special with SI after, before, or during
marriage. Momma would say, 'Pleasure is what pleasure
does.' I see no reason for her to ever wait.

One third case. A 7 year old girl is diagnosed with a
rare disease, and will die. The doctors find out,
however, that if she had SI it would cure her. Can
anyone consider SI evil in this case? Let's imagine
noone does. So, I come along and save this girl's
life. Now the doctor's proclaim it all went well, and
she will live. Would anyone force us to be separated?
Or did she already lose her 'innocence'?

I've pondered on these before and never really did
find an absolute solution, and I'd definitely
appreciate it.

I guess that innocence has two points. The minor point
is based on what the girl doesn't know, but will know
later. When you hit a certain age, I think decisions
are made more based on maturity rather than knowledge,
simply because enough knowledge has already been
gathered to make most decisions. However, a child just
doesn't know that all things have consequences that
cannot be changed. You may argue with that, and
rightly so. But in the children that I have dealt
with, I found that consequences with not fully
weighed, if even thought about at all.

The major point would be like this. When I befriend an
lg I try to do it based on friendship. However,
sometimes it is too hard not to think of how beautiful
they are (and even fantasize to myself).

For example, I recently let the most beautiful 11 year old
play a game on my computer. I had been with her for a while,
but when she was playing this game, she put headphones
on and was in a new world. I could only watch her. At
that point friendship took a back seat, and I just
plainly enjoyed viewing her (et al). Unless she turned
around looked and smiled, to which I always responded
with a smile (and almost melted in her hands).

However, even when I was with her to be a friend,  I
could not help but think about her beauty. Now, an lg,
on the other hand, can easily befriend a man without
thinking of anything other than friendship. Something
that _I_ find extremely hard to do, unfortunately.
Since she can do it in such a carefree manner, she is
"innocent". Put another way, she doesn't even know
what she could be thinking. An adult, can't help but
think that. Whether this is true or not is irrelevant.
It is just an opinion of what the "innocent" promoters
believe.

Enough for know. Forgive my ignorance.

'Dalderious'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Sihme' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

*claps his hands together and rubs them vigourously*

Hello again everyone!  I hope you're all doing well and
are coping with life's multifarious challenges.  As for
me, things have been going quite well, though that's
always the case, so relatively, I suppose, things are just
normal.

Unfortunately, this last Sunday I was not able to see S.
(whom I have spoken about earlier) again, as for the
second week in a row she has not appeared at the venue
which we meet.  It probably has much to do with the
fact that it was Mother's day, and so circumstances
prohibit once again.  Patience, I hear, is a virtue worth
cultivating ;)  Nevertheless!  Things went well for me!  I
participated in a Mother's Day lunch, with the half of my
family I almost never see, which was good in it's own
right, but better for me because I discovered that I have
a 6.5 year old cousin!  "How could you forget??"  I hear
you asking, well, the last time I saw her would have
been about 5 years ago, and she hadn't aged in my mind.
As well as being overjoyed to meet this wonderful
creature, I was damning the heavens because I knew
that after that day it would be many months (if I'm
lucky) before I see her again.

When she first walked into the restaurant, it all dawned
on me, and seeing that she was in fact far prettier than
she was at 2, I suppressed a yell of thanks to God.  It
seemed, however, that she knew everyone except me, in
that everyone was greeted by name and a hug.

Chagrined and boiling in jealous fury, I slouched in my
seat and pouted.  Things were to change, however!

At first I would catch her eye and wear a pro-smile (can
you imagine what that is?) on my face, which would
make her face burst into smile like an opening flower on
time-lapse in a nature video, and I would smile too.  It
turned out she was incredibly bold, and started
conversing with me minutes after we met.  Such a
curious girl, asking me about all sorts of things.  At
one stage she said "Sihme, how are people made?"

Everybody heard this, and laughed.  "Err." said I.  I
would have told her had there not been so many people
around :-)  After a while, I was talking with others at the
table, and suddenly I feel two small hands on my neck,
for she had snuck up behind me and was now
massanging my neck.  Wonderful!  I was actually at a
loss in how to deal calmly with all the attention I began
to receive from her, and I'm sure everyone could see my
mixture of discomfort and sheer joy on my face.

The next stage in the progression was her coming to sit
on my lap.  I can't for the life of me remember how or
why we got into this position, but I do remember liking
it.. *a lot*  To wrap one's arms around a tiny little girl is
indeed great, and for sometime afterwards she continued
to sit on me, and at times hug me.  I got the impression
that this was a bit much for everyone;  they all looked a
little uncomfortable about the situation.  By that stage I
had forgotten everything and was simply engrossed in
what I was doing, looking upon everyone else there as
if from a high castle.

"Looks like Sihme has certainly found a friend"

"She just loves men!"

"She'll be a tart when she grows up" - my Dad.

I helped her read some things we had there, and at her
request made up a scary story about burglars.

Our time together eventually came to an end, and I
carried her out of the restaurant.  What a wonderful
afternoon.  "We had fun today at the restaurant, didn't
we?" she said to me afterward.

:-)

--

And now, in reply to some posts.

'Braveheart' wrote:
>"But they said they wanted it..." Little girls are like
>mental  patients....even if they say it, they cannot
>comprehend what they've said.

Dear me! Braveheart!  Give them some credit!  I don't
know about you, but in my interactions with little girls
I've never picked up that impression.  Most of the time
I'm struck by their sanity, and often made to feel
foolishly inferior to the level of sincerity they seem to
just naturally have.

>If having sex is not depriving them of their innocence,
>then what is  it doing to them? Making them adults
>before they are spiritually,  physically, and mentally
>ready? Sadly, because of people like you  Sihme,
>innocence in young children IS being lost at a faster
>rate...because big adults like you are stealing it from
>them, refusing to let them keep it until THEY are
>ready, and not when YOU think they are ready. You
>call yourself a girl-lover, trying to hide the fact  that
>you are actually just an abuser.

Ok.  Innocence... what is it?  It seems to be something
that one never feels, but can be perceived in one by
others.  I cannot see a reason why it is not exactly the
same as ignorance.  I can see how people find it
attractive, and that's fine, but to seek to artificially
preserve it is a little selfish!  Kids *hate* being denied
knowledge and experience, because learning is what
they have to do, why do you think they're so curious?

But I also think that what one calls innocence is simply
being young, and the only one capable of removing
youth is Father Time.  It brings me to a point in relation
to that article posted about 'Tweens' and the 'erosion of
childhood' or whatever.  I don't care at all about this
trend; if anything I think it's good that kids are able to
get better access to information.  It's not *what* they do
that I find attractive about children, but *how* they do
it.  It's not their lack of knowledge, but their thirst for
knowledge.

Having penetrative sex with a child, although when I
said 'sex' I was refering to sexual activity in general, not
penetration specifically, cannot deprive her of her
youth, but it can be a wonderful experience, the
impression from which could last a lifetime.  Everyone
loses their childlike character at a certain rate, and no
one can affect that.

And as for my being an abuser, come now, you know
that's not true.  For starters, the furthest I've ever got
to with a little girl has been hugging, and in every case
that has been initiated by them.  If anything, it's they
who find me infuriatingly inhibited and paranoid.  If ever
fate decides to allow me the opportunity to go further,
sure, I probably would... and I wouldn't be thinking
things like "Well, it's ok to lick and suck but it's
WRONG to derive any physical pleasure oneself from
the experience".  I'm practically a slave to children, and
I don't let my own desires or dignity for that matter
come between them having their own way (a weakness I
am working on :-) )

>'Sihme' wrote:
>>I'm as innocent as the little girls, only I know more
>>(or sometimes less).

>That is maturity, Sihme... not innocence.

What's what?

>>Ever since the beginning, talk of
>>innocence has bothered me, mostly because it's
>>spouted from the
>>mouths of the child abuse industry... "how COULD
>>you deprive this child of her/his innocence".. blah...

>It's coming from MY mouth, too, Sihme, and probably
>most of the members of ASGL.

Probably not, I'd wager.  Doesn't that say something to
you?  That you're repeating the same line as those who
so dearly despise us?  Do you hate yourself for what
you are?  What have you been reading anyway?  You're
starting to sound like a reformed pedo... eek!  I don't like
them!  My best friend from a few years ago is one of
them and he's nuts!  I can barely talk to him anymore.

>That's why I'm attracted to young girls - because
>they have that innocence that we so long ago lost.
>Fellow members,  please feel free to speak up and
>back me up on this. Innocence is a major reason for
>our attraction to little girls.

Yes, please do!  That way I can write your names down
in my list of people whom I shouldn't approach without
a recent rabies vaccination.

Innocence shminnocence.  Bollocks morelike.

>'Sihme wrote:
>>All you've got when the time comes, and
>>your naked little girl is offering herself to you, is a set
>>of circumstances, causes and possible effects, and
>>outside of that the morals, predetermined modes of
>>conduct, code of honour fade away.

>Do you really think the little girls of this world are
>lining up their naked bodies to get debauched by
>adults? And the morals don't fade away, if you have
>them - those moments are when they are the strongest.

Firstly, what I said is actually a rewording by Ianthe,
which although subtle, changes the meaning.  What I
said originally was not that they 'fade away' but that
they're not there to begin with.  I understand that the
way I said it was probably open to some bad interpretation,
but what I mean is that one goes into a situation with
an empty mind.  If you start trying to generalise with
rules and formulas, you're bound to make mistakes.  And
as for right and wrong, things which are right in a sense
are also wrong in a sense and vice versa, you could go
around for the rest of your life trying to work it out,
so IMO it's best not to even start!  What do I know anyway?
I certainly don't have the answers, and I doubt that you
do either.

>If I were in the position where a young girl was lying
>naked on her bed, you know what I would do? And
>this I believe is what a girl-lover is all about... I would
>fondle her, yes, kiss and carress her, touch her, rub her,
>suck her, lick her, perhaps all of these... but I would
>never have intercourse with her and strip her of her
>virginity. Who are we to take that away??

Oh and virginity is just the best isn't it?  I'm sure all
those here who have it are hanging onto it for dear life, and
those unfortunate enough to have lost it mourn it's loss
everyday.  Blah.  Yes, we're taking their virginity, but
only when it's given, and the giving and receiving of it is a
wonderful thing.  I don't think anyone here condones taking
it when it *isn't* given, so I won't even discuss that.

>>But anyway, what I'm saying is
>>that if you're bogged down with morals then you'll
>>never be able to flow with the universe's subtle
>>changes.

>You'd better thank God we are bogged down with
>morals, Sihme. If  I had no morals, I would see nothing
>wrong with killing someone (perhaps you or your
>friend), raping someone (perhaps your sister
>or mother)... do you see what I'm getting at?

Well well well... it all comes out finally!  I DO see what
you're getting at, and that is that you're not the nice
person I imagined you to be!  The reason _I_ don't kill
people is because I like them, and when I don't I feel it's
my problem and responsibilty, not theirs.  I don't rape,
not because I arbitrarily decided that it's 'wrong' but
because the concept doesn't agree with me.  So we're
behaving the same way.  I don't rule out the possibilty of
murder and rape, those inclinations exist in every
human, no matter how furiously you deny it, but in
myself they never escape the realm of thought.

>>I can think of a few general reasons I'd consider
>>before deciding if going ahead with intercourse with
>>an lg was wise (although, it's probably never exactly
>>_wise_ hehe)

>Is that you admitting that intercourse with a child is
>wrong?

That's a long shot!  What I mean is that in today's
society there is always some element of risk, so my
advice to the one whose main concern is for safety,
would be to _not_ engage in illegal activities.  But what
kind of sucker would choose to live life without risk?

>>A REAL paedophile would stay voluntarily chaste
>>because of his respect for girls.

>If that is not what a real pedophile should do, then
>what? Have sex with them gently?!?

Certainly!  Personally, I find the idea of a little girl
asking for 'rough sex' a little disconcerting!  But I'd give
it a try if she insisted.

>>Consensual sex with kids is a good thing. How do I
>>know this is true? Because I have looked inside
>>myself.

>Hmm, perhaps if you took your eyes and thoughts off
>yourself and considered the little girl you were
>debauching, you'd see things differently.

Hahaha 'debauching'.  You've really got a chip on your
shoulder!  When I say I have looked inside myself, I
mean that I have listened to my inner nature, and so I
come to this conclusion based on the assumption that...

1. I am a human.
2. My memories of experiences and thoughts during
my own childhood are accurate and not just made up.

You can never tell what people think, so you have to
assume that it's something like the way that you think.  I
assume this is the case when I see the incredible
homogeneity amongst the human population, across the
world and throughout history.

>By the way, Sihme, if you want to read an account of
>an adult  trying to have sex with a child gone
>drastically wrong, read the pre-cursor to Lolita, a short
>novella entitled "The Enchanter". That'll teach you to
>draw the line - for the love of the girl.

Hehe, you so remind me of that ex-pedo friend of mine.
He was convinced that if I read a book called "Kiss
Daddy Goodnight" I would be converted.  It's a book
of woeful stories told by brainwashed 'victims' narrated
by some hate-mongering woman who even admits that she
deliberately chose only negative stories for her book.
After I read it I was like "Yeah big whoop, it's stories of
real sexual abuse."  But that's not what _I'm_ about!

>Here is where I believe we must make a decision. I
>must ask some of the current posters to ASGL, what
>are you?

Good question.

>Are you one who is attracted to young girls,

Yep.

>but has your own priorities first,

Yep.

>putting the welfare and feelings and future of the girl
>you are attracted to second? (child-abuser))

Nope.

>Or are you one who truly loves the girl,

Yep.

>putting her welfare and feelings first always? (girl-
>lover).

Yes, equal first.

>I would hope that being a girl lover means the latter.

You should become a taxonomist with your love of
classification.

>If this is just a mailing list encouraging each other to
>go out and screw our little girl 'friends' in the name of
>"girl-loving", then I'm sorry, but I have no place here.

Is it?  Isn't it?  Please Braveheart, don't leave us.  I
would hope that it's neither, but a place where both
opinions can be discussed and the merits of various
courses of action can be postulated and reflected upon,
hopefully for a long time to come.

Ever wishing you all well,

'Sihme'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'The Courier' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

I haven t posted in a long time, but I've been reading
every post, and was horrified at the out pouring of
hate in the last mailing.

Lets have everyone step back from their monitors for a
second and think about what happened in their replies
to 'Braveheart'.  From 'Braveheart's posts it seems to
me he is a genuine girl lover, true, a girl lover with
a different opinion than many on this list, but a girl
lover none the less.  Instead of constructively
engaging him in conversation as such you blasted him.

Now I realize that, if I may assume for a second, ALL
of us feel rather oppressed by society at large.  The
second that 'Braveheart' posted, with views that even
slightly mirrored those society at large, you folks
seemed to jump on him like you'd like to do to so many
in the public.  I too felt rather angry at his initial
post, but now I'm sorry I didn't constructively
respond, and I hope he is still reading the list.

The only way we have any chance in 100 years to become
even halfway accepted is to not scare off other like
minded people. Differences can be settled somewhat
easily, but grudges and spite are much harder to heal.

So I ask everyone to calm down and talk.  We can get
alot further that way.

Enough with this long winded post - feels good to
write, maybe I'll do so more often...

'The Courier'
-------------------------------------------------------------



'King Diamond (formerly somebody else)' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

In defense of 'Braveheart',

I had to laugh at how pissed off many of the responses
have been.

I would much rather read posts such as bravehearts that
question girl-lovers motives and raise issues, as opposed
to constantly reading posts which pat each other on the
back.

I believe that alot of what Braveheart says has merit and
this is why I personally have taken a vow never to be
intimate with a minor, for this reason and past experiences.

I will agree though, that perhaps he could have been a little
milder in some of the comments.

--

To 'Braveheart':

Do not be disappointed at being on the list with some who may
seem to only care about themselves. There are many others,
whose postings (I believe) do show the love for little girls.

I admit though, that while I subscribe to ASGL-L, I have not
been reading the postings in quite some time because I too
question being a "girl-lover" and I have not come to grips
with what I believe and what others believe, plus the postings
seemed redundant after awhile, talking the same thing over and
over.

I hope you will calm down a little and remain on the list. I
personally would rather hear more original dissenting opinions,
of course, preferabbly a little milder tone.

'King Diamond (formerly somebody else)'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'Slider' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

>Braveheart' writes:
>Some recent postings have concerned me, however, as
>some ASGL members, it seems, are just constantly looking for a way
>to have sex with a girl. Perhaps these people are not girl lovers,
>but simply girl f**kers, a.k.a child abusers.

Sex is not equal abuse, even the oppressive governments inside
puritanical US can't agree on when a person is able to consent to it.
Check out:  http://www.ageofconsent.com/ageofconsent.htm
To top this insanity consider this:

President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
U.S. citizen to have sex with someone under age 18 while visiting
a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the age of consent in the
other country is lower than 18. Ages of consent worldwide for
gay and heterosexual sex vary from 12 to 21.  The penalty for
violating the new law is up to 10 years in prison.

  [ So if a 19 year old tourist gets laid by a 17 year old
    girl, with mutual consent, on holiday, he faces ten
    years in prison on return to the USA? ]

--

I'm old, some kids call me grandpa, I haven't had sex with a minor
in a long time and the way it's going I never going to again
because I don't fancy spending the reminder of my life in prison,
or have my nuts cut of and my brain messed up by a court ordered
shrink. I have exchanged pics I got from the net and stopped that.

I had platonic friendships with kids in the park - I don't dare
to go there anymore. I'm careful what I write in email.

I use anon-remailer for this mail to ASGL-L:

http://www.ozemail.com.au/~geoffk/anon/anon.html

  [ People wishing to post anon to ASGL-L can also use
    the web-based forms on http://www.relay.com/remailer
    - though they are currenty installing a new server,
    so the free service may be down for a day or two.  ]

But nobody can take away my memories: Years ago I was hanging
out at my favorite vacation spot, sipping a coke. She asked
me if she could take a shower back in my place. She came out
of the bathroom naked - she got on top of me, we did everything,
then did it again. In less then an hour she was back downstairs,
for all who want to blame poverty: She didn't asked any money,
her demeanor and vocabulary sounded like middle-class, I never
saw her again, I wish I had - she was 11, I was 44

regards

'Slider' >;-)
------------------------------------------------------------------
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'Rational' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all!

You know I had been in a state of apathy for months so I never wrote
or even had the slightest wish to do so... but no more...

And I make this for pure envy.

There's this friend of mine, whom I'll call, er, let's say "this
lucky guy", well he got to teach in B's school. (you remember,
my 13yo -now he's 14- non-sexual friend). Well, I'm real jealous
'cause now he's teaching the beautiful, cute, pretty, nice, pure,
perfect, adorable (...) tender, little 10yo D... I'm not sure
he's my friend anymore. Is he paedophile? I don't know for sure.
There is a realistic possibility that he is, but, well, it could
be just my own paedophile point of view. He sometime expressed
some kinda experimental interest in certain films but I
really couldn't tell if that was just that - ie, kinda experiment
to see if he got aroused by such - or that he actually had
paedophile tendencies, or just that he was testing me because
he suspected of me being a paedophile (the horrifying thing
is that he could suspect that, but I would never tell him unless
the situation is much favorable to that, and that is unlikely
in the near future) well of course he knew that even if I wasn't
a paedophile I'm not the kind that would ever be horrified by
paedophilia... But the point is not that he's seeing D. everyday
or so. The point is, he has one girl in B's group as a girlfriend!
That does make me jealous too, certainly, 'cause all the girls
in that group are pretty, but more because she is 14 or 15...
you see!!! Of course she doesn't qualify as little but... anyway
many people will get to know it pretty soon, and you know what
will happen? One, they will pretend they don't. Two, probably
he'll be fired. Three, nothing. And that kind of hypocrisy is
disgusting too. Age difference is not an issue (he's 20 so
he's only 6 y older at most) but then why do they fire him?

If it's because he's a teacher... well I would extend for too
long but I disagree anyway... One thing is for sure. We're
both lucky to live in a country where we won't get convicted
for a consensual relation (shamely probably neither for a
non-consensual) so that point is good.

Thanks. I'll write more soon

'Rational'
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'Desire' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

I saw Marleen again. At first she acted like she did not know me, but
later all was as it used to be. When I was not with her, she would
look for me, ask me, etcetera. How often I have been chasing her (still
her favorite)? Glad that I did not try to count! And then I gave her my
phone number...

Big mistake! Next day - telephone. Her father. Am not allowed to
contact his children next time. Got depressive from it. Not just because
my friendship with Marleen is now cruelly disturbed, but also because I
don't know how to go on. If I keep on doing what I do, this kind of
thing might happen again. But I cannot stop it, not without betraying
myself. It's not often that I hate being a pedophile, but this is one
of these days.

I will send her father a letter, but not in the hope that he changes
his mind. But I will tell him that I did not mean no harm, that I was
stupid and that I might understand he is suspicious, but that all I
ever wanted was making her - and myself - happy. Which is the truth.

--

'Dalderious' wrote:
> Females are born with a hymen.
> Quoted from www.m-w.com "a fold of mucous membrane
> partly closing the orifice of the vagina". I guess
> it's like that quality seal you may find on food. It's
> broken after the first use. Thus 'the virgin'. Since it
> does not grow back once it has been broken, it is a
> pretty good indicator. Drawbacks, however, would be
> when it is broken "unaturally", such as by a fall or
> horseriding (...)

You forget one important case: First menstruation. The hymen not only
stops things from getting in, it also stops them from getting out.
And thus, it has to be broken before a girl first menstruates. What's
left after that differs from girl to girl. It may be basically intact
with a small hole, or completely perforated, or even nothing more
than a slight thinning. A questionnaire some Dutch girls magazine
once did, showed that only 30% of the girls recalled losing blood on
their first intercourse.

--

'The Courier' wrote:
> Lets have everyone step back from their monitors for a
> second and think about what happened in their replies
> to 'Braveheart'.  From 'Braveheart's posts it seems to
> me he is a genuine girl lover, true, a girl lover with
> a different opinion than many on this list, but a girl
> lover none the less.  Instead of constructively
> engaging him in conversation as such you blasted him.

Blasted him? I just gave my opinion. And so did several others. If
that is not 'constructively engaging him in conversation', then I
guess you want us all to say 'yes Mr. Braveheart, you are completely
right. What did you say again?' or something like that? The only
'blast' in it is their sheer number. Well, I did not know that the
others would write something, and they did not know that I would.

Should I ask Ianthe next time before I post whether no-one else has
posted the same?

I'm making an exception for Xalex's post here, his reaction I do not
agree with. But the rest - if you call that blasting, you'll have to
agree that what Braveheart did was blasting Sihme too.

> Enough with this long winded post - feels good to
> write, maybe I'll do so more often...

You call THAT long-winded? I think my _shortest_ post was about that
size...

--

I wrote:
>Which may well be no counselling at all. Sometimes unexisting sex
>acts for which counselling has occurred have as much or more
>negative effects than uncounseled real sexual abuse.

'C.L. Wheels' reacted:
> Unexisting sex acts? Are you implying that when a child reports that
> he/she was sexually assaulted that it should not be looked into and
> taken seriously?

Where do I say that? The only thing I say (and I must agree that
I went a bit too far, but not much) is that *counseling* in *some*
cases (and in *some* ways) would be counterproductive. I have never
claimed that it should not be looked into. Certainly not in those
cases where, as you write, the child reports it itself. For one thing,
the *most important* thing would be to *stop* the abuse. Which is not
done by neglecting it.

What I am saying is that after the abuse has been discovered, and
stopped, *counseling* might well not be the way to go, unless the
child has specific problems (s)he needs to be helped with. If
counseling would be based on giving the child new hope and a new
start in life, it would probably be good. But at present, much
counseling is based on time and again 're-living' the memory, and
learning to be angry. Often, sexual abuse is not as damaging as it
is believed to be. Then you run the risk of 'learning' the child to
be a victim, turning something that originally was a relatively minor
problem into a major trauma. And if the child *did* react very
negatively to the abuse, this kind of method may also have very
negative effects - being a mild form of repeating the experience.
And then I don't even talk about those cases where no abuse has
taken place at all. Those do exist too - and with as severe negative
effects.

What's much more important than any counseling can be, is creating
(or maintaining if already present) a loving, understanding home
environment for the child. One should not teach the child to be a
victim. On the contrary, one should help it realize that life goes
on, and that they should *not* let their experiences rule their
lives.

> Kids do *not* on the norm, falsely accuse someone of raping them
> unless they were coerced into doing so by someone.

Unfortunately, when someone is convinced that sexual abuse has
taken place, it is often very well possible that that person coerces
the child into doing so without realizing himself that he has done
so.

> Most of them keep quiet and that is where the trouble begins. Only
> by a child reporting that they have been abused, can the cycle be
> stopped.

I agree, and once again I say that I have *never* claimed that a
child should not report sexual abuse, or that such reports should not
be taken seriously. What I am saying, is that some forms of
counseling will have negative effects. And that some, I even think
many, victims of child sexual abuse would not only not benefit from
counseling, but actually have their problems enlarged by it. Not
every child who has touched an adult penis is helped by being
continuously told that his life has been ruined.

--

'nickless' wrote:
> I totally agree. Morals are needed. But we should keep in mind that
> only three morals remain the same for everyone: don't lie, don't steal,
> don't kill.

I disagree with you here. On the one hand, I can think of some more
morals that 'remain' - don't cause people to be handicapped, for
example. On the other hand, I don't think these remain the same for
everyone. "Don't lie"? I think all of us will agree that there are
situations where a 'little white lie' would not be much of a problem.
And I don't think that the boundaries of what's acceptable and what
not are the same for all of us. So that's one moral that does _not_
remain the same for everyone.

--

'Just a Writer' wrote:
> I'm also wondering where else I can get dialogues going about this.  I
> know ASGL, I know UDN, and I know a couple of binary newsgroups, but
> that's all so far.

BoyChat is certainly a good idea, you might also try the DanPedo
forum (http://www.danpedo.to/forum/). And don't forget to take a good
look at AllAboutSex.org (http://www.allaboutsex.org/) - if there's
one good Internet source on childhood sexuality, that's the one.

--

'Observer' asked:
There are two spellings of pedophile and paedophile. I was wondering
how it is pronounced in the rest of the world. In America we spell pedo
and say it like that, ped. Do other countries pronounce the a making
it more like pay - do - phile?

Actually, in Dutch that is indeed the pronouncation, and in German
too. In English I sometimes say 'pee - do - phile', but I guess that's
a mispronounciation?

--

'Beamish' wrote:
>I have only had one lg girlfriend in my life and that went far beyond
>what it should have and in the end both she and I suffered because
>of it. I just hope to this day she doesn't hate me for the things that
>transpired in that relationship.

Could you please tell more about that case? Might help the rest of
us to not make the same mistakes you did.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'Sticky Rick' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

I agree with 'Shime' on the issue of innocence. People often speak of
innocence when really they are referring to inexperience or naivete. I
think that most people here are interested in the girls welfare, not
only their own. There aren't any child molesters here. Most child
molesters are too stupid to spend any amount of time reading and
posting to a group like this. And the intellegent child molesters are
not likely to WANT to belong to a group like this. When I say child
molesters I am talking about people who do what they want to children
and are not concerned whether or not they hurt them. I do not believe
there isn't a single person like that in this group.

--

'Shime' also mentioned a book called "Kiss Daddy Goodnight". I picked
that book up a few years ago at a Goodwill store. I read through
various accounts of incest all written from a victim's point of view,
and then I came to a chapter that had "Worst Case Scenario" pencilled
in the margin:

The chapter began with the author saying that some people have the
argument that sex with children can be an expression of love. (Hey I
agree with that!) Then the author says that she still thinks sex with
children is bad no matter what, and mocks their arguement by saying,
"So when little Suzy falls off her trike and skins her knee you're
going to finger-fu*k her in consolation?" -- or something like that.

The rest of the chapter is composed entirely of letters from a 19-year
old woman who wrote about her positive experiences with paternal
incest from an early age (about 5 or 6). As I said before, someone had
pencilled in the words "Worst Case Scenario" in the margin of that
chapter. I think it's interesting that someone -- anyone -- would think
that a nineteen year old feeling happy about having incest with her
father would be a worse scenario than a woman who fu*king hates her
father for what he did. I don't know. It just seems backwards to me.
The point I'm trying to make here is that not everybody is going to
react well to adults coming out and saying that as children they had a
positive sexual relationship with an adult.

On the other hand, I don't think there is any need for us to be so
negative about our situation. I think you'd be surprised as to how
many people we could easily get to agree with our arguments, if only
we weren't so afraid to speak out!

About making a web page: It's sad the PLF is gone (And now the IFS
[ Pedophile Liberation Front and Intergenerational Freedom Society ]
site is gone too.) because that site did a wonderful job of informing
the people the truth about what we are. We definately need something
to take the place of this.

Say Ianthe, would you host a web page? I was starting to think that
Free Always would be a good server to host a site on, but I'm not
so sure now seeing that the IFS site was removed.

  [ Text-only web page, perhaps - massive traffic-sucking mirror
    of the entire PLF site, no... :(]

--

Anyway, the main reason I'm posting is because I wanted to say that
Ianthe might want to separate the list into two lists. One list would
be for what it was originally intended for, and the other one would be
for the news clippings.

   [ You know where the delete button is in your e-mail package?
     How long does it take to trash an e-mail ? A second ? ]

The reason I say this is because some people (like Isabel) feel
overwhelmed with the amount of messages to read after being away
from the list for a certain amount of time. Lets say I went on
vacation for a 3 weeks and when I got back I had 25 messages from
ASGL. How would I find the time to read them all?

  [ ...learn to skim-read ? ;) ]

But if I only had 14 message from ASGL maybe I'd feel more able to
read through them. See what I mean? And besides, they really are
two different things. This one is a discussion list, the other
is simply a news clippings list. They don't belong together anyway.

'Sticky Rick'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------




'BlueSeal' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Slider' wrote:
> President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
> U.S. citizen to have sex with someone under age 18 while visiting
> a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the age of consent in the
> other country is lower than 18. Ages of consent worldwide for
> gay and heterosexual sex vary from 12 to 21.  The penalty for
> violating the new law is up to 10 years in prison.
>
>   [ So if a 19 year old tourist gets laid by a 17 year old
>     girl, with mutual consent, on holiday, he faces ten
>     years in prison on return to the USA? ]

They wish! I am betting this bill would violate all kinds of
international laws. The US are trying to extend their laws outside
their own borders, something which is illegal under international law.
It violates the prime principal of law, where one person can be
prosecuted for an act while for another person the same act is legal.
You simply cannot restrict your citizens rights outside their own
country and criminalize acts that are legal in the country the US
citizen visits.

Let's change the text a bit, and see if this would hold up in court:

President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
U.S. citizen to drive faster then 55 miles per hour while visiting
a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the speed limit in the
other country is faster than 55. Speed limits worldwide for
highways vary from none (Germany) to 45 mph. The penalty for
violating the new law is up to 1 year in prison and the driver
licence being revoked.

'BlueSeal'
------------------------------------------------------------------------




'The Fairy Knight'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi ASGL friends. I haven't posted for a few days, so I though I would
post today.

First, I read some books that I can highly recommend to the group.
_Below the Root_, _All in Between_ (I think), and _Until the
Celebration_ are the names, but I can't remember the authors' name.
Anyway, they're SF, and deal with a world where innocence is the norm
and sex is rather nicle included in that innocence.

Now, my two cents on the current discussions. I am most disturbed by
the bitter arguing that has surfaced. Freinds, this isn't good.
Contention and fighting only lead to bitterness. All opinions are
presented acording to experience. I can't honestly say that sex
with children is wrong. Why? I was sexualy active with children
my own age from the time I was six. Did I fully understand what
I was doing? Yes. I paid atention to what was going on around
me. And so I can't see that consensual sex is wrong, no matter
who is involved.

As for innocence, here's a working definition: Free of guilt or
wrong-doing.

In otherwords, no one over the age of one year. If sex is
wrong or evil, than I haven't been innocent since I was six.
Haven't missed it much.

Must go now.  Bye.

'The Fairy Knight'
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'Braveheart' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear ASGL fellow subscribers,

Thank you for the barrage of replies in answer to my most recent
posting. There seemed to be a lot of people answering for 'Sihme' and his
personal, selfish desire. And I noticed how so many and so quickly people
turned on me for expressing some moral responsibility regarding my loving
girls. Thank you also to those who agreed with me, who saw that this kind of
moral responsibility is a good thing. Let me re-establish just who I am, and
how I feel. I have an affection, a strong attraction to girls, mostly
between 6 and 12, although I will admire any female that has beauty. I am
very aesthetic, that is, I love beauty. This is why I think I see young girls
as pretty, just as I see Hollywood actresses and 27 year-olds as pretty. I
melt at the site of a pretty young girl, just as you do. I will jump at the
opportunity to be around little girls, just as you do. However, there are
responsibilities that lie with that attraction, and to dismiss these
responsibilities would be abusing the idea of loving girls.

The arguments I have aroused boil down to two very important
questions. Is sexual intercourse between an adult and a child right
or wrong? And is there such a thing as innocence?

First question - Is sexual intercourse between an adult and a child
right or wrong? I believe it is wrong, period. Even if (for some reason) the
child was BEGGING you to have sex with her, you have a responsibility not to
do it. On recent ASGL postings, there have been people trying to prove that
children like sex, children are not innocent, sex with kids is ok, virginity
is just a myth etc...  Who are we fooling? Stop and think about it. If sex
with children were ok, then why is society so against it, and so bent on
preventing it?  You can persuade yourself until you are blue in the face that
"children want to have sex" and that "there is no such thing as childhood
innocence" - but you are wrong, and the more you persuade yourself that it's
ok, the more damage you are doing to yourself and any girl you come across.

As a girl lover, should you not have the strength of will and the
responsibility to shield your object of affection from adult things like
sexual relationships? If you truly loved the girl, you would wait until she
naturally became an adult before she was faced with these kinds of
relationships. A CHILD and an ADULT engaged in a relationship that included
SEXUAL INTERCOURSE is wrong, and it always will be, no matter how much you
try and say it is not. As males, there is not much to consider when giving
our seed to a female. What about her? If she is around the age of puberty,
there is the chance of pregnancy. Do you think that is loving your little
girl?? Getting her pregnant before her body can physically and mentally
prepare for such a life-changing thing?

I'll say it again: I believe a true girl lover is one who looks out
for the girl he loves FIRST. The desire to have sex is something that comes
from YOU. Craftily setting up situations that you hope may lead to something
like intercourse is SEXUAL ABUSE. LOVE your little girl. SHIELD her from the
many "adult" things of life that as a child, she doesn't need to think about.
Let her enjoy her childhood!!! Don't plague her with such adult decisions.
That is abuse....nothing less.

The Second Question: Is there such a thing as innocence? Roget's
Thesaurus describes it thus: Innocence, noun. 1. Being free from evil and
corruption. "Innocent little children". Synonyms: Angelic, clean, pure,
unblemished, undefiled, unstained, untainted, virginal. 2. a child.
After having sex with a little girl, what have you accomplished, besides an
amazingly good time for yourself? You've taken this child's virginity in a
few moments of hot, lusty, passion. You've taken this child's chance of
deciding at an adult age who she wants to give her virginity to.   And you
have removed the innocence she had. What am I talking about, Braveheart? You
know when you connect eyes with a woman, there is something there.....a
connection, an unspoken word between you. Your eyes linger on eachother for a
time, seeing eachother's attraction. Now, what happens when you do this with
a little girl? She'll look away, and back, wondering why you are staring. Her
eyes will not stay on yours, because in a child's world, there is no need to
look at something for that long of a time. That is innocence.

Now some of you may bark back at me, and tell me of sexually active
girls you may have heard of or knew... ok, they've lost their innocence.
Some children are forced to lose it early, perhaps when their parents get a
divorce or when they are to witness their mother getting raped, or their
father getting robbed and assulted. I feel sorry for these children. They
were forced to leave the comfort of childhood, and are now thrust into an
adult's world.   Of course there is such a thing as innocence, and if you've
seen a child who doesn't seem to have it anymore, it's because it was taken
away from them.  Now, as children become adults, they don't automatically
lose the innocence. But thanks to TV, movies, the internet, video games, and
child abusers who think sex with children is ok,  the innocence gets washed
away.

Now, I know that the opposition to the idea of moral responsibility
comes from only a few of the 200+ members of this Mailing List. And
I also know that the farthest most of us will get to girls is hugging,
perhaps a stolen kiss, and other similar affectionate actions. Although
we can never have an "adult" relationship with little girls, we can
have a special one, built on loyalty and trust.

In a previous posting, I wrote:
>>Next, I don't care who's toes I step on with this one. We, as true
>>girl-lovers, should NEVER even think about asking or encouraging
>>sexual intercourse with a young girl. How could anyone say they
>>truly cared for a girl, and then take advantage of her under-
>>developed sense of morality and virginity? No young girl (again,
>>I'm talking between the ages of 6 and 12), no matter what they may
>>say, should be forced into such an adult and mature decision. If
>>you do that, then you deserve every hostile comment you ever get,
>>for it is people like those who have given pedophilia the detested
>>reputation it has today.

'Nickless' answered:
>I agree. Girl-lovers should not take advantage of their position as
>friends and confidents to have sex with lg's. If we do so, we're
>betraying their confidence.

In the last posting, 'The Courier' wrote:
>I haven t posted in a long time, but I've been reading
>every post, and was horrified at the out pouring of
>hate in the last mailing.

>Lets have everyone step back from their monitors for a
>second and think about what happened in their replies
>to 'Braveheart'.  From 'Braveheart's posts it seems to
>me he is a genuine girl lover...Instead of constructively
>engaging him in conversation as such you blasted him.

>The only way we have any chance in 100 years to become
>even halfway accepted is to not scare off other like
>minded people. Differences can be settled somewhat
>easily, but grudges and spite are much harder to heal.

On the last posting, 'King Diamond' wrote:
>In defense of 'Braveheart',

>I had to laugh at how pissed off many of the responses
>have been.

>I would much rather read posts such as bravehearts that
>question girl-lovers motives and raise issues, as opposed
>to constantly reading posts which pat each other on the
>back.

>I believe that alot of what Braveheart says has merit and
>this is why I personally have taken a vow never to be
>intimate with a minor, for this reason and past experiences.

Thankyou, 'King Diamond'. I'm glad you are taking moral responsibility
like me.

'King Diamond' continued:
>To 'Braveheart':

>Do not be disappointed at being on the list with some who may
>seem to only care about themselves. There are many others,
>whose postings (I believe) do show the love for little girls.

So speak up, those of you who TRULY care for little girls. Those of you who,
rather than the possibility of sexual intercourse and other adult things,
have moral responsibility and your little girl's feelings and welfare and
future first.

Imagine the girl you like or love running to you knowing she can trust you,
knowing that in the back of your mind, there is not some devious plan or hope
that one day, you'll get in her pants. Knowing, that at least for now, at
least for her childhood, she won't have to worry about adult things like
sexual intercourse, pregnancy, STD's, and such things.

Share her childhood with her, don't share your adulthood with her. She'll
become one of those soon enough. We will never be children again. This is our
only chance to get close to that innocence, that childhood, one more time.

'Braveheart'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Marasmus' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello everyone,

This is my first post, though I've been around reading for a
long time, so an introduction is in order: I'm a twenty four year
old college student in the US, and as you've all no doubt guessed, I
love little girls.  I discovered this only in the past few years, as
i previously had no idea that it was possible to have romantic
feelings for children; it just never occurred to me (now i wonder
how it's possible not to).  I'd always been sexually attracted to
little girls, but didn't think much of it.

That all changed when I realized they give me these
overwhelming, almost debilitating fuzzy bunny feelings; I'm nearly
paralyzed when I see an especially pretty little girl, and I mean if
I'm talking I'll stop in mid sentence and gape.  I also realized
that being a pedophile really sucks when you have no contact with
little girls, other than ones on the TV.  As it is, I've been
obsessed with one particular child actress for nearly two years now.
If it's possible to be in love with a pixilated, two dimensional
image, then I am.  I doubt a day has gone by since the summer of
1997 that I haven't fantasized about taking her to the zoo or an
amusement park or something.  When I take a step back and consider
the whole thing, it's more than a little weird, and maybe unhealthy,
to expend such an inordinate amount of energy adoring someone i've
never met and never will.  But then I think "what the hell, it's a
little ray of light in an otherwise pointless existence".

As far as women go, well, I've had a few putative
relationships but they didn't go anywhere. I used to wonder why the
fu*k can't i just get a girlfriend? Now i think of it more as an
unpalatable chore to be surmounted if i don't want to be miserably
alone for the rest of my life.  Well, be seeing you!

'marasmus'
-------------------------------------------------------------------




'Brother Chubba' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

I knew that that last posting would contain regret for the things
said to 'Braveheart', personally, I regret nothing I said, I meant
every word,

    (no regrets,
     they dont work,
     no regrets now,
     they only hurt,)
    {Robbie Williams}

I do regret, however, the severity of which I made these points and would
like to apologize to the group for the uncharacteristic use of expletives.
And Sihme, Good Man! You put across a lot of what my inarticulate gibber was
trying to, but did it a lot less hot headedly, thanks! I am unfortunately
going to have to unsubscribe until September as my university course
has finished and wont be back until September.

Anyway, this is Brother Chubba, someone who had less time to post than he
would have liked, signing off.

'Brother Chubba'
-------------------------------------------------------------------------




'C.L. Wheels' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------------

I wrote:
>Why am I so afraid of telling her how I feel? Fear of rejection?
>Fear of trouble with her parents? I don't know!

I thought long and hard about this question last night, and I have
come up with more reasons why I haven't told her my true feelings.
Maybe, just maybe she isn't ready for a guy my age to say those
words to her. Perhaps somewhere deep inside me I know this to be
true, and my own common sense tells me in it's silent way to keep
quiet. Whatever the reason, it still eats me up inside, but I will
survive. Just being around her, regardless of whether or not she
knows my true feelings is enough.

--

'Slider' writes:
>But nobody can take away my memories: Years ago I was hanging
>out at my favorite vacation spot, sipping a coke. She asked
>me if she could take a shower back in my place. She came out
>of the bathroom naked - she got on top of me, we did everything,
>then did it again. In less then an hour she was back downstairs,
>for all who want to blame poverty: She didn't asked any money,
>her demeanor and vocabulary sounded like middle-class, I never
>saw her again, I wish I had - she was 11, I was 44

Oh wow! What a story. I take it this is a true experience? If so,
you are a lucky man. Sounds very similar to my experiences with this
one girl many years ago.

--

Well everyone, sorry so short, but I wanted to write about my
revelation last night. Regarding 'Braveheart'... Please don't leave
this list. You wrote what was on your mind, we replied with what was
on ours. Neither side is right, nor is either side wrong.

'C.L. Wheels'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Just a Writer' writes (indeed):
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Thanks to aristoff and Ianthe for your comments on my book project.
I'm less pessimistic about the APA's conduct than aristoff; it's
true that they've chosen duck-and-cover as their first response to
the firestorm they stirred up, but the important thing is that the
unspeakable has been spoken and the unaskable has been asked.  The
discussion of these things both in professional circles and on the
street has changed, and I don't think it will be able to change
back until the pendulum has swung quite a bit further the other way.

At first I was a little disappointed that my project didn't draw more
comment, but the recent debate set off by Braveheart is _far_ more
interesting than anything that could be sparked by specific discussion
of a book idea.  (And again, I won't quote anyone without permission.)

'Just a Writer'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Elminster' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi again, it is me Elminster.

It is to my great disappointment to say that they PLF mirror that I
have had up was terminated by Crosswinds.net today (5/19).

Somebody, supposedly an anti-pedophile organization complained to them about
they pedo pages and said they were "giving free access to people who hurt
children". So, to make a long story short, they renounced this by saying
"Crosswinds does not, and will never allow these sites to exist, once they
can be found."

This is funny, since the person who runs the server had approved the
site before I put it on there. What is really ironic is that they still post
this on thier Philosophy page: "We believe ideas should be exchanged freely,
even if we do not agree with them. We do not believe in censorship, too many
people tell you what you can and can not do, why should we?"

I am beside myself with confusion and anger about this situation.
I will write again when I get a new host (hopefully!).

I will post more when I am not feeling so angry, I dont want to bring too
much of it here.

Will write again soon.

'Elminster'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Xalex' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

'nickless' wrote:
> 'Xalex' thus replied to 'Braveheart's post:
> >Can someone, anyone, please tell me why is this dickhead allowed to
> >post in this group?? I can see him declaring in the near future that
> >every girl-lover is a mental patient because he/she loves "mental
> >patients". Which in itself is not that bad after all - lock us all
> >together in some nice and cosy asylum and let the party begin. I'm in
> >for it, baby!
>
> That's the kind of thing that will take us nowhere.

Ahhh, well, I'll try to stay calm. I assume you're American because
Americans jut don't get the irony. It's amazing but true. You don't know
what you're missing.

'Slider' wrote:
> But nobody can take away my memories: Years ago I was hanging
> out at my favorite vacation spot, sipping a coke. She asked
> me if she could take a shower back in my place. She came out
> of the bathroom naked - she got on top of me, we did everything,
> then did it again. In less then an hour she was back downstairs,
> for all who want to blame poverty: She didn't asked any money,
> her demeanor and vocabulary sounded like middle-class, I never
> saw her again, I wish I had - she was 11, I was 44

Thank you for this wonderful post Slider. I just hope that Braveheart is
still around to read it and accept what he is. Denial can only hurt
people we love the most.

'Xalex'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Slider' wrote:
>Braveheart' writes:
>Some recent postings have concerned me, however, as
>some ASGL members, it seems, are just constantly looking for a way
>to have sex with a girl. Perhaps these people are not girl lovers,
>but simply girl f**kers, a.k.a child abusers.

Sex is not equal abuse, even the oppressive governments inside

'aristoff' replies:
The truth, Slider, is that for girls consent does not predict the outcome of
an adult-child sexual contact.  In other words, take a group of consensual
contacts and non-consensual ones, and you will not find that the neutral or
positive experiences are consensual ones.  So when girl-lovers talk about
consent and lack of harm, they are totally wrong.

Braveheart - hmm - doesn't seem very brave, or of much heart, to cast
aspersions against people you don't know.  Anyone attracted to a girl is a
girl lover, anyone who has sex with a girl is a "child abuser" by the
government definition and certainly may be a "child abuser" by the girl's
own definition whether or not consent was involved.

Source of my comments: "A Meta-Analytic Examination of Assumed Properties of
Child Sexual Abuse Using College Samples."  Absolutely the best social
science study done in the 20th Century, in my opinion.

'n.s. aristoff'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------



Book note, from BoyChat:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

In 1975, Analog (a U.S. science fiction magazine), published
<a href="http://www.tiac.net/users/pjp/sf.html">P.J. Plauger's
novella "Child of All Ages"</a> was published. The central
character is a little girl in present day America who had been
born in pre-Common Era Greece near Athens, and who had maintained
her long life by virtue of a formula compounded by her alchemist
father. The problem with the longevity formula was that it
only worked on prepubescent children, who were preserved as
such thereby. Thus she was a "Child of All Ages."

One of the passages in the novella was interesting enough. A
modern-day adult woman tried to lead the kid rather delicately
to the proposition that as a child, the kid really hadn't
experienced the full goodliness of life.

To this the kid replied something on the order of: "Like sex? What
makes you think that I haven't had sex? I've got all the nerve
endings in all the right places, and I've had plenty of lovers
over the years, I assure you. Oh, most of them were a bit
disappointed when I failed to ripen up on schedule, but sex is
mostly a matter of physical and emotional closeness, and I'm
well-equipped to enjoy that."

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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'Marasmus' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Hello Everyone,

Man alive, I just saw the sexiest little girl the other day at the
grocery store.  Two relatives and I had just stopped there for a
minute and were on our way out (I rarely turn down a chance to go to
a supermarket, they're always packed with moms and their young
daughters). Anyway, she was standing there in the parking lot with
her family and my jaw dropped when I saw her; she was wearing a two
piece bathing suit, one of those little boy shorts numbers...

Nice.  What she was doing in a supermarket parking lot in her
bathing suit I don't know, but I wasn't about to ignore such a
spectacle for the sake of propriety.  I did a 180 in my seat as we
drove past, to maximize my viewing time, ya know.

Well, I don't know if anyone noticed or cared, but here's my point:
I wonder what people who know me think about me.  Sometimes I think
some of my siblings have to know what 'my deal' is, unless they're
really dense.  Though I've never said or done anything direct, and
maybe never will, I've started doing things that probably look
pretty peculiar, little girl wall paper on my computer and stuff
like that.  On the other hand, I doubt they have any idea that
pedophilia is a lot more than sexual attraction, that it's marked by
all the exquisite emotional longing and all that.  I'm sure they
don't sit around discussing me and my lifestyle or anything, but
it's had to have come up in all these years.  None of them are
uptight or anything, so I think they'd be at ease with it all if I
made it plain.  At least they don't bother me about it.

Not so, friends and co-workers. It seems all they want to discuss is
this and that person they're dating, and what can I say?  I just sit
there conspicuously silent.  Then there's the inevitable questions,
why don't you have a girlfriend, blah, blah, blah. I dread that more
than anything.  So I've started to shun adult society, which works
pretty well. But I'm sure they're even more clueless about my
feelings for small girls and I wonder how they would react if I told
them.  Most of them are pretty open minded, and probably wouldn't
care.  Who knows for sure, though; I let a couple of people see my
lg wallpaper, just to see what they would say. Maybe I was hoping it
would be something like "Wow! She's cute!" It was a little
different, more like "What The Hell Is That And Why Is It On Your
Computer?"  I changed the subject, it made my hands sweat.

By the way, I see Fidel Castro on TV which reminds me there's a
picture in the June National Geographic of this supernal little
schoolgirl holding a portrait of Che; it's especially poignant.

'Marasmus'
-----------------------------------------------------------------




'Everybody needs love' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Dear fellow girl-lovers,

I'm writing for the first time. I've been on the list for about
three weeks. It's really great to see that there are people with
same interests as I have. I'm not really bothered by the recent
differences of opinions about sex with little girls because I think
that if you truly love little girls you do the right thing, and
that's regarding the situation.

I'm in my early twenties, a girl lover from Finland. I have a
6-years old little girl friend and I love her very much. I think that
it's good to start relationship to a girl when she's young. That ways
you can enjoy her friendship for longer time and the relationship get
stronger. My relationship with D is based on trust and friendship.

It's important that girl's parent's trust you. That way you can spend
more time with her. There have been situations where D has lead me
into sexual situation. That has been sort of difficult because I'm
afraid of all what would happen if her parents would see me doing
something sexual with their daughter. So I'm careful what I do and
I would not have sex with that young girl even if she'd wanted. I
know that she knows lot about sex and she have done sexual experiments
with a boy of her age. I haven't seen that but she told me! You see
how she trusts me!

--

'Braveheart' wrote:
> "If I were in the position where a young girl
> was lying naked on her bed, you know what I would do? And this I
> believe is what a girl-lover is all about... I would fondle her,
> yes, kiss and carress her, touch her, rub her, suck her, lick her,
> perhaps all of these... but I would never have intercourse with
> her and strip her of her virginity. Who are we to take that away??"

I think same way. I have some little girl idols and I fantasize about
sex with little girls but I know that not everything that I fantasize
even shoud happen in real world. Girls got to live in this society
where pedophiles are discriminated, so eventually she couldn't keep
the warm memories that she would have about childhood sex with
pedophile. So many people would say her it's wrong and they would
make her feel ashamed about what has happened. Sad but improving
the world's image of pedophilia takes long time.

I hope that I could have relationship with less rules and fear of
getting accused. But still I love things I can do with a little girl
friend.

I wanna thank Ianthe and everybody else on this list for making my
life more happy. This list has proven that I'm not alone.

'Everybody needs love'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Simon' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

Hi friends,

I write to share a nice event that happened last week.

I was sitting in my darling's mother's shop and S. played
with a friend in the flat. I did not want to disturb the
two girls so I talked with her mother(just small talk).
After a while S. entered the shop, did not notice me and
sat down beside her mother to ask her something. Then,
as she looked around in the shop she saw me smiling at
her. She jumped off the chair, screamed out my name,
ran to me, kissed me several times on my cheek and then
hugged me pressing her cheek to mine.

I always wait for her to come to me in order not to be
too obtrusive, but I never expected her to be _that_
enthusiastic! (Sure I hoped so.) We had a perfect day
and when I carried her through the streets she kissed me
on my cheek several times, and so did I.

Well, I can tell you my friends:   I   l o v e   h e r !!!!

--

Now for some reactions:

'The Blue Seal' wrote:
>Let's change the text a bit, and see if this would hold up in court:
>
>President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
>U.S. citizen to drive faster then 55 miles per hour while visiting
>a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the speed limit in the
>other country is faster than 55. Speed limits worldwide for
>highways vary from none (Germany) to 45 mph. The penalty for
>violating the new law is up to 1 year in prison and the driver
>licence being revoked.

LOL! Such drivers would not live long here in Germany. The trucks
would hate you and overtake you in a way that you wish you never
tried to 55mph here. :-)

And if you tell a 16 or 17 year old girl you do not touch her
because of such a law she would scream out laughing.

  [ Ianthe writes: I also wonder if politicians are going to
    look so favorably on these extra-territorial laws when
    other states start applying them to the Western world.
    For instance, if Chinese dissidents visiting a third
    country suddenly find themselves under potential
    deportation orders for having violated Chinese law while
    they were in the US. And the Pinochet case is happening
    right now... what's to stop that kind of thing being
    reversed, and some hostile state trying to deport
    a US general for war-crimes the next time he's visiting a
    neighbouring country? ]

--

'Braveheart' wrote:

>As a girl lover, should you not have the strength of will and the
>responsibility to shield your object of affection from adult things like
>sexual relationships? If you truly loved the girl, you would wait until she
>naturally became an adult before she was faced with these kinds of
>relationships.

Sorry, but you seem to think of your situation only. For some of the
subscribers here this would mean to live without any sex because a girl that
has become an adult is a WOMAN! I noticed that girls that I knew when they
were younger are still friends when they get in puberty but the sexual
attraction fades away.

So this waiting would cause me to wait until I am not interested any more.
Please do not understand me wrong, I would never even ask a girl for it but
I keep hoping that one day in my life a girl asks me. Perhaps that will
never happen, perhaps there will be such a day but I will still check if she
is realy sure she wants it and if she _can_ be sure.

But I will also have a happy life if I may hug and kiss with my girl and if
I can play childrens' games with her. For me sex became less and less
important in the past few years.

>Share her childhood with her, don't share your adulthood with her. She'll
>become one of those soon enough. We will never be children again.

This is a very nice sentence, thank you, Braveheart.

--

'Marasmus' wrote:
>Hello everyone,
>
>I discovered this only in the past few years, as
>i previously had no idea that it was possible to have romantic
>feelings for children; it just never occurred to me (now i wonder
>how it's possible not to).  I'd always been sexually attracted to
>little girls, but didn't think much of it.

Yes, I noticed the same some years ago. I first knew about the sexual
attraction and when I got to know some girls I noticed that I could not help
falling in love. (I think I wrote about the first time I fell in love in
this list, didn't I?)

>That all changed when I realized they give me these
>overwhelming, almost debilitating fuzzy bunny feelings; I'm nearly
>paralyzed when I see an especially pretty little girl, and I mean if
>I'm talking I'll stop in mid sentence and gape.  I also realized
>that being a pedophile really sucks when you have no contact with
>little girls, other than ones on the TV.  As it is, I've been
>obsessed with one particular child actress for nearly two years now.
>If it's possible to be in love with a pixilated, two dimensional
>image, then I am.  I doubt a day has gone by since the summer of
>1997 that I haven't fantasized about taking her to the zoo or an
>amusement park or something.

That sounds like me and my darling Tina Majorino (seen the movie 'Andre'?
*sigh*) last year. ;-)


C.L. Wheels wrote:

>Oh wow! What a story. I take it this is a true experience? If so,
>you are a lucky man. Sounds very similar to my experiences with this
>one girl many years ago.

You do not want to tell us about it?

Hugging you all,

'Simon'
--------------------------------------------------------------------




'C.L. Wheels' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

'Desire' wrote:
>The only thing I say (and I must agree that
>I went a bit too far, but not much) is that *counseling* in *some*
>cases (and in *some* ways) would be counterproductive.
>What I am saying is that after the abuse has been discovered, and
>stopped, *counseling* might well not be the way to go, unless the
>child has specific problems (s)he needs to be helped with.

I am sorry I took your post the wrong way, and I agree with the
above statement.

>What's much more important than any counseling can be, is creating
>(or maintaining if already present) a loving, understanding home
>environment for the child. One should not teach the child to be a
>victim. On the contrary, one should help it realize that life goes
>on, and that they should *not* let their experiences rule their
>lives.

Unfortunatly, I have seen time and time again that parents
over-react and "make mountains out of mole-hills". And as a result
their kids stay in the 'victim' role. Kids are much more resilient
than we give them credit for. It's the adults who aren't. Thank you
for making your position clearer to me. :-)

--

I wrote:
>>I have only had one lg girlfriend in my life and that went far
>>beyond what it should have and in the end both she and I suffered
>>because of it. I just hope to this day she doesn't hate me for the
>>things that transpired in that relationship.

'Desire' responded:
>Could you please tell more about that case? Might help the rest of
>us to not make the same mistakes you did.

Well, the first thing I did was when I started feeling the
relationship was wrong was turning myself into the police, rather
than talking with the girl and ending our relationship without adult
involvement. Because of that, the police interviewed her at her
house, which undoubtedly caused her embarrassment, and caused her
problems with her mother. She was 11 when this happened.
(Approximately 6 months after the start of our sexual relationship.)

The second thing I did wrong was to re-initiate the sexual contact
with her about 6 months after the police involvement. Although she
agreed to it without hesitation, why she did so was never asked. I
should also say that I did it behind her mother's back, picking the
girl up at her dad's house when her dad had visitation. Her mother
never told her dad about the sexual contact between his daughter and
myself.

The third thing I did wrong was to get greedy. I was no longer
satisfied with seeing her nude, I had to go see other young kids
nude. Approximately 1-1/2 years after the very start of our sexual
relationship, I told her it was over and I was moving out of state
to a family nudist resort. Although I wasn't a jerk when I broke up
with her, it certainly hurt her I am sure of that. She was only a
few months away from her 13th birthday when it ended.

In retrospect, even though I did love her, starting the sexual
aspect of the relationship was a *very* bad idea. I loved her for 3
years before the sex started and if it hadn't turned sexual I
*still* would have loved her. But once the sex started, everything
went way out of control. I didn't like myself because of what I knew
I was doing to this kid even though it *was* consensual. I should
say though, that nothing was 'hard-core'. It was all gentle. I am not
one of those people who get off on hurting kids.

I often wonder about her, and how she's doing. I even considered
trying to look her up again. However, I think I will let the past
stay in the past. She'd be in her early 20's now and probably has a
life of her own. I don't want to stir up old memories.

I don't think I will ever be sexual with a child again unless I am
certain beyond a shadow of a doubt that it is what the child wants,
and that I won't start feeling bad about an act of love between the
child and myself. Besides, what is sex anyway? If you really *love*
a child, there is no need for sex. Being there for the child should
be enough. Sex is only an extension of love that shouldn't be
entered into without serious reflection on the part of the adult as
to the reasons why sex should take place. Will I fantasize about it?
Yes I will. I think my fantasies help curb the desire for actual
sexual contact with little girls, thereby making me more available
emotionally for the little girls who are or may come into my life.

--

Well that's all for now. 'C' went out-of-state on vacation a few
days after the hate words that were written all over the place about
her. I think she may have returned, as I heard her name mentioned
today. However, the words still remain. No one has cared to paint
over them or otherwise clean them up. I think I will take it up with
the manager and see what can be done. A constant reminder of hate is
not a good thing for a girl (or anyone for that matter), to have to
see.

'C.L. Wheels'
------------------------------------------------------------------




'Yuri' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

'Desire' wrote:
>'The Courier' wrote:
>> Lets have everyone step back from their monitors for a
>> second and think about what happened in their replies
>> to 'Braveheart'.  From 'Braveheart's posts it seems to
>> me he is a genuine girl lover, true, a girl lover with
>> a different opinion than many on this list, but a girl
>> lover none the less.  Instead of constructively
>> engaging him in conversation as such you blasted him.
>
>Blasted him? I just gave my opinion. And so did several others. If
>that is not 'constructively engaging him in conversation', then I
>guess you want us all to say 'yes Mr. Braveheart, you are completely
>right. What did you say again?' or something like that? The only
>'blast' in it is their sheer number. Well, I did not know that the
>others would write something, and they did not know that I would.
>
>Should I ask Ianthe next time before I post whether no-one else has
>posted the same?
>
>I'm making an exception for Xalex's post here, his reaction I do not
>agree with. But the rest - if you call that blasting, you'll have to
>agree that what Braveheart did was blasting Sihme too.

I, IMHO, would call that all lot of blasting, and on Braveheart's part as
well (and a bit on mine).  As far as I'm concerned, arguing facts and
opinions = constructive debate, attacking the person = blasting and is not
constructive.  We need these discussions.  This forum, besides its main
purpose of providing emotional support to fellow gls, allows us to "test the
waters", so to speak, with various rational and emotional arguments for and
against paedophilia.  This lets us see what can work, and what won't, and
lets us refine our own opinions and arguments.  If we lapse into
name-calling, and personal attacks, it just weakens us all, and puts us one
step further from acceptance.

I'd like to throw my two cents in on the issue of innocence.  Webster's
gives eight definitions: 1 a: freedom from guilt or sin through being
unacquainted with evil (blamlessness), b: (chastity), c: freedom from legal
guilt of a particular crime or offence, d(1): freedom from guile or cunning
(simplicity), (2): lack of worldly experience or sophistication, e: lack of
knowledge (ignorance), 2: one that is innocent, 3: (bluet).

The last definition, a synonym for a type of berry, certainly doesn't apply.
Definition 2 is circular.  Definition 1c applies to some of us, regarless of
age.  I think the quality of "childlike innocence" we all so admire in lgs
is best described by definition 1d(1): freedom from guile or cunning.  Or I
would put it as "pure intentions", or not wishing to commit harm.

I wonder which definition those that would make the argument that having sex
with children is depriving them of their innocence use?  It certainly does
not make the child commit a crime; it does not give them guile or cunning.
As for giving them "worldly experience" or "knowledge", then, yes, in that
sence it is "depriving them of their innocence", but that would then imply
that knowledge or experience is a bad thing.  I think that most who make
that argument rely on the first definition: unacquainted with evil, which is
based on the judeo-christian teaching that sex outside marriage is evil.

As for definition 1b, a synonym of chastity, chastity, again according to
Webster's, is abstention from sexual intercourse.  Webster's then goes on to
define abstention as the act or practice of refraining deliberately and
often with an effort of self-denial from an action or practice.  This
implies that chastity must be voluntary.  What we have done is left our
children in the dark ages of the chastity belt, though a metaphorical one.
We are forcing chastity upon them.  Now, it is true that some, if not most,
children would choose to remain chaste, however, we are denying to
ourselves, as a society, that children are sexual beings, and that some
would choose sexual intercourse with an adult given the opportunity.

This brings in the issue of consent.  If a child freely consents, and is
able to consent, then who are we to tell them they can't?  To play devil's
advocate on this point, the ability to consent requires knowledge and
experience, which children do not all posess to the same degree.  That is
where judging a child's maturity level, and their ability to handle sex
becomes so important.

As for counselling making this worse, I think that in real cases of abuse,
proper counselling is needed.  Are the children getting _proper_
counselling?  I don't think so.  Most therapists seem to be interested in
making the child relieve the experience, to help the "cause" (against child
abusers), than in helping the child integrate the experience, learn what
positive things they can, and move on.  Throw in a case of a positive
consentual relationship in this mix, and you end up with a form of
brainwashing.

An acquaintance of mine, when we were discussing the issue of age of consent
once, related the story of a friend of hers, who, when she was 13, was
romantically and sexually involved with a man in his early to mid twenties.
Her parents and the police finally brow beat her into saying that he'd made
her have sex with him.  He was tried and convicted, she was disconsolate.
When he got out, she was an adult then, and they resumed their relationship
and ended up getting married.  They are still happily married.

--

'Sticky Rick' wrote:
>The rest of the chapter is composed entirely of letters from a 19-year
>old woman who wrote about her positive experiences with paternal
>incest from an early age (about 5 or 6). As I said before, someone had
>pencilled in the words "Worst Case Scenario" in the margin of that
>chapter. I think it's interesting that someone -- anyone -- would think
>that a nineteen year old feeling happy about having incest with her
>father would be a worse scenario than a woman who fu*king hates her
>father for what he did. I don't know. It just seems backwards to me.
>The point I'm trying to make here is that not everybody is going to
>react well to adults coming out and saying that as children they had a
>positive sexual relationship with an adult.

Of course they won't.  It messes up their neat little world where children
are sexless chattel, instead of flesh and blood people with their own needs
and desires.  If enough come out, eventually society will get beyond the
"they were brainwashed by the paedophiles" attitude and start to listen.  It
would help if it were someone famous and influential who came out.

'BlueSeal' wrote:
>'Slider' wrote:
>> President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
>> U.S. citizen to have sex with someone under age 18 while visiting
>> a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the age of consent in the
>> other country is lower than 18. Ages of consent worldwide for
>> gay and heterosexual sex vary from 12 to 21.  The penalty for
>> violating the new law is up to 10 years in prison.
>>
>>   [ So if a 19 year old tourist gets laid by a 17 year old
>>     girl, with mutual consent, on holiday, he faces ten
>>     years in prison on return to the USA? ]
>
>They wish! I am betting this bill would violate all kinds of
>international laws. The US are trying to extend their laws outside
>their own borders, something which is illegal under international law.
>It violates the prime principal of law, where one person can be
>prosecuted for an act while for another person the same act is legal.
>You simply cannot restrict your citizens rights outside their own
>country and criminalize acts that are legal in the country the US
>citizen visits.
>
>Let's change the text a bit, and see if this would hold up in court:
>
>President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
>U.S. citizen to drive faster then 55 miles per hour while visiting
>a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the speed limit in the
>other country is faster than 55. Speed limits worldwide for
>highways vary from none (Germany) to 45 mph. The penalty for
>violating the new law is up to 1 year in prison and the driver
>licence being revoked.

Actually, neither case would violate international law, as far as I know (I
am not a lawyer, though).  It is my understanding that international law
prohibits countries from extending laws to other nations citizens outside
the borders of the law-making country.  For example, a 20-year old Canadian
having sex with his 14-year old girlfriend in Canada is legal.  If that
Canadian cross the border into the states, he cannot be arrested for having
sex with a minor in Canada.  If he takes is girlfriend with him, and they
have sex in the US, then he can be arrested, though that would create a good
diplomatic incident, and would likely result in a prisoner exchange, with
the guy being set free once in Canada.  However, international law allows
countries to legislate their citizens abroad.  When I go to the states, not
only must I follow all American laws, I must also follow all Canadian laws,
or I could be arrested and tried upon my return to Canada for commiting an
act illegal in Canada, even if it were legal in the states.  The only
exception is where a Canadian law is in direct conflict with an American
law, then the American law would take precedence.  For example, if an
American visits a country where the minimum speed on a highway is 60 mph, he
could not be found guilty of exceeding the speed limit.  However, the
example BlueSeal wrote would not be a violation of international law.  The
problem in these cases usually is lack of evidence, since police and
prosecutors in the foreign state are usually too busy with their own
problems to gather evidence in support of a trial for something that is
legal in their own country.

>'Braveheart' wrote:
>First question - Is sexual intercourse between an adult and a child
>right or wrong? I believe it is wrong, period. Even if (for some reason)
>the
>child was BEGGING you to have sex with her, you have a responsibility not
>to
>do it. On recent ASGL postings, there have been people trying to prove that
>children like sex, children are not innocent, sex with kids is ok,
>virginity
>is just a myth etc...  Who are we fooling? Stop and think about it. If sex
>with children were ok, then why is society so against it, and so bent on
>preventing it?  You can persuade yourself until you are blue in the face
>that
>"children want to have sex" and that "there is no such thing as childhood
>innocence" - but you are wrong, and the more you persuade yourself that
>it's
>ok, the more damage you are doing to yourself and any girl you come across.

Question: Do you believe that consentual sex outside marriage is wrong?
You've indicated that children can consent ("Begging you to have sex with
her" implies consent).  They cannot get married (though I should point out
that the minimum age that girls can get married at in the Roman Catholic
church is 12, which hasn't changed in over 400 years).  Society is so dead
set against children sexuality for 2 reasons: 1) their answer, for the most
part, to the my question is "yes".  2) they treat children as property, not
as people, because if the answer to my question is "no", then any two people
can have sex, if they freely consent.

>Now some of you may bark back at me, and tell me of sexually active
>girls you may have heard of or knew... ok, they've lost their innocence.
>Some children are forced to lose it early, perhaps when their parents get a
>divorce or when they are to witness their mother getting raped, or their
>father getting robbed and assulted. I feel sorry for these children. They
>were forced to leave the comfort of childhood, and are now thrust into an
>adult's world.   Of course there is such a thing as innocence, and if
>you've
>seen a child who doesn't seem to have it anymore, it's because it was taken
>away from them.  Now, as children become adults, they don't automatically
>lose the innocence. But thanks to TV, movies, the internet, video games,
>and
>child abusers who think sex with children is ok,  the innocence gets washed
>away.

That argument leads to saying that children who, according to your
defintion, have "lost their innocence", are less worthy of protection from
child abusers.  So it's ok to have sex with a child prostitute because she's
not innocent?  IMHO, sex between a lg and her adult lover, when it is
mutual, consentual, loving, is a far better thing, even if she is still
"innocent", or a virgin, than paying an 11 year old hooker for sex.

>Now, I know that the opposition to the idea of moral responsibility
>comes from only a few of the 200+ members of this Mailing List. And
>I also know that the farthest most of us will get to girls is hugging,
>perhaps a stolen kiss, and other similar affectionate actions. Although
>we can never have an "adult" relationship with little girls, we can
>have a special one, built on loyalty and trust.

I would say most of us on the list are morally responsible.  The difference
is we all have different morals.  I believe that any act done out of love,
which respects both people, and does not hurt anyone, is not wrong.

Lastly, I echo the 'C.L.Wheels'' sentiment:
>Regarding 'Braveheart'... Please don't leave
>this list. You wrote what was on your mind, we replied with what was
>on ours. Neither side is right, nor is either side wrong.

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>The truth, Slider, is that for girls consent does not predict the
>outcome of
>an adult-child sexual contact.  In other words, take a group of consensual
>contacts and non-consensual ones, and you will not find that the neutral or
>positive experiences are consensual ones.  So when girl-lovers talk about
>consent and lack of harm, they are totally wrong.

OK, if the neutral or positive experience were the consentual ones, and the
negative ones were the non-consentual ones, doesn't that imply that consent
has at lease some effect on the perception of the experience?

Another source similar to the one you cite is Allie C. Kirkpatrick,
"Long-Range Effects of Child and Adolescent Sexual Experiences: Myths,
Mores, Menaces", 1992.  On a side note, I agree with her pre-requisites for
calling an experience a positive one: it had to have been positively
percieved at the time of the experience, and had to be positively remembered
in the long term.

'Yuri'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Slider' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

'Blue seal' wrote:
>  this bill would violate all kinds of
>  international laws. The US are trying to extend their laws outside
>  their own borders, something which is illegal under international law.

Thank you Blue seal - you nailed it!  It violates international
laws and makes no sense!  Introduced for any other kind of crime,
including murder it would provoke a firestorm of protest
worldwide.  (Did you all follow the extradition procedures for
US citizen Ira Einhorn - accused of murder - from France?) And
yet - for sex-offenses the laws are bent! In Miami, FL lives a
guy that went to Honduras, where he fancied to get fu*ked by a
boy of 12. The boy, his siblings and his mother once stated
that they liked the financial aid and had no objections that
the boy did it to the gringo. The Honduran government refused
to prosecute, stating although there are some age of consent
laws on the book this case had no merit and nobody was damaged
in any way. The US marshals then bribed the family, brought
the boy, then 14, to Florida, offered him money and a greencard
if he would testify the way they wanted!

I speculate somewhere in the fu*ked up US legal system somebody
had a clear moment and threw the case out, because I never
heard of it again - and if there is no draconian sentence
for the sexoffender, the fascist press here won't report anything!

--

Braveheart wrote:
>First question - Is sexual intercourse between an adult and a child
>right or wrong? I believe it is wrong, period. Even if (for some reason)
>the child was BEGGING you to have sex with her, you have a responsibility
>not to do it.

>If sex with children were ok, then why is society so against it, and so bent on
preventing it?
>A CHILD and an ADULT engaged in a relationship that included SEXUAL INTERCOURSE
is wrong, and it always will >be, no matter how much you try and say it is not.
>Getting her pregnant before her body can physically and mentally prepare for
such a life-changing thing?
>what happens when you do this with a little girl? She'll look away, and back,
wondering why you are
>staring. Her eyes will not stay on yours, because in a child's world......
>Some children are forced to lose it early, perhaps when their parents
>get a divorce or when they are to witness their mother getting raped, or their
father getting robbed and assulted.

Dear Braveheart:

You have swallowed the whole deception that they try to pull over our eyes
and you are convinced that it's your own thinking, not something that
you were forcefed. I won't call you a di*khead like someone else here did,
I still want to see you as a brother, someone that is unjustly persecuted,
needlessly demonized and exploited for sensationalist purposes, fed to
the masses as evil, so that they can hate us and feel better themselves.

But you surely don't make it easy for most of us here to love you!
Last time I shared one very special hour I had with an 11 yr old,
including many kinds of active sex, and I regret that I had no
chance to stay in contact with her, so I could present her to you
now, probably grown into an adult, perhaps with children of her
own, with no negative consequences what so ever stemming from
her (presumably) several sexual encounters while a preteen.

But I do have other girls, that I kept in touch with: there is
"A", who I met - she was a very curious 12 yr old, after playing
around for a week, going for ice-cream (with consent of the
parents), visiting the zoo and the like, "A" snug into my
place one evening and kissed me. She told me she waited long
enough and demanded that I undress. We hugged and kissed for a
while, I touched her pussy and she gave me a nice handjob (don't
ask me where she learned that - she, to the present day swears
that she never had a dick in her hand before and that it just
came natually to her) I had some difficulties entering her and
stopped, she wanted me to try it again but that night I didn't.
I suggested oral sex but she deemed it "gross," so we didn't.
She left somewhat frustrated and I was afraid I had offended
her. But the very next evening she came and said to the point:
Let's try again. This night it was not only possible - but we
both felt like heaven. I used rubbers to answer Braveheart's
question toward responsibility, "A" already had menstruated
at that time. We never intended this to be a "marriage," we
both wanted sex (and got plenty). I eventually moved to another
country, but returned after 5, 7 and 11 years, every time
found her 17. 19 and 23 years of age, she had moved on,
later had same age boyfriends, was going to college, still
loved me as much I love her although there never been any
sexual relationship again.

You Braveheart don't bring any evidence of why and how sex
with minors is "bad" or "damaging" in any way. Talk to
local doctors, examine teen and preteen pregnancies,
conduct interviews with 10 - 14 yr olds about sex, it would
prove to you that all that "innocence" and "mentally or
physically not ready" is pure nonsense!

As of the shy look away from LG's: Under which rock do
you live? I lived and visited 20 + countries, and in each
and every one I found girls starting eye contact,
maintaining it, teasing, coming over and start a
conversation!

You mention stress in early live due to divorce, rape,
robbery and the like - what does that has to do with
loving and having sex with minors?

I wish I could invite you to my "favorite vacation spot,"
I bet with the beauty, openness and willingness of the 11, 12
year olds you wouldn't last 2 days and throw your
guidelines overboard and start living and loving  :)

With all the problems we have in the world, disease, war,
hate, corruption - why is society so fanatic with sexual
behavior? Simple: Our sexuality is a major part of what
we are and the powerful and mighty have discovered centuries
ago that sexually frustrated people are easier to manipulate.

Who in his right mind would cough up $45,000 for a corvette
if he could get laid without such display of wealth and
look-what-cool-guy-I-am?

Hugs to all of you (be easy on braveheart)

'Slider'
---------------------------------------------------------------




'Xalex' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

'Braveheart' wrote
> Now some of you may bark back at me, and tell me of sexually active
> girls you may have heard of or knew... ok, they've lost their innocence.
> Some children are forced to lose it early, perhaps when their parents get a
> divorce or when they are to witness their mother getting raped, or their
> father getting robbed and assulted. I feel sorry for these children. They
> were forced to leave the comfort of childhood, and are now thrust into an
> adult's world.   Of course there is such a thing as innocence, and if you've
> seen a child who doesn't seem to have it anymore, it's because it was taken
> away from them.  Now, as children become adults, they don't automatically
> lose the innocence. But thanks to TV, movies, the internet, video games, and
> child abusers who think sex with children is ok,  the innocence gets washed
> away.

Congratulations Braveheart, you've done it! This group has been finally
infiltrated by biblethumpers we've all seen posting to usenet. I only
hope that Ianthe will realise what's happening and will stop such posts
in the future.

To Braveheart: Not even gigabytes of your writings will ever change me.
I don't need to hide behind aesthetics to tell others what I like or who
I love. Indeed, posts like yours can only reinforce my beliefs, which as
a matter of fact, are complete opposite to yours. And if you really want
to know why society favours that "innocence" in children it's because
innocence=ignorance, and when someone is ignorant others can rule over
them and that's exactly how society today behaves towards children.

'Xalex'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Fred' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

I'm a long-time member of the list but not under this name.
I've changed my posting habits too, in the light of an
enhanced awareness of the risks. Sadly, even Ianthe won't
recognize who's posting and I need to find a way to let him
know but that can wait. For now I want to address something
that Blue Seal wrote.

He was replying to "Slider" who had said (with an editorial
addition by Ianthe)

>President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
>U.S. citizen to have sex with someone under age 18 while visiting
>a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the age of consent in the other
>country is lower than 18. Ages of consent worldwide for gay and
>heterosexual sex vary from 12 to 21.  The penalty for violating the new law
>is up to 10 years in prison.
>
>   [ So if a 19 year old tourist gets laid by a 17 year old
>     girl, with mutual consent, on holiday, he faces ten years in
>     prison on return to the USA? ]

and Blue Seal replied:
>...I am betting this bill would violate all kinds of
>international laws. The US are trying to extend their laws outside
>their own borders, something which is illegal under international law.
>It violates the prime principal of law, where one person can be
>prosecuted for an act while for another person the same act is legal.
>You simply cannot restrict your citizens rights outside their own
>country and criminalize acts that are legal in the country the US
>citizen visits.

Unfortunately, BlueSeal, you're overlooking what I call the
"Noriega principle": Poor old Manuel never set foot in the
US -- yet there he is, in a Florida jail.

The USA does not care about international law and in fact
it might be true to say the entire world overlooks it when
considering child sex offences.  Many countries now have
laws, which they are willing to enforce, legal or not, that
seek to criminalize the behaviour of their citizens when
abroad.

Many of these laws make it an offence to do something that
is quite legal in the jurisdiction in which it is done. And
the countries concerned are enforcing those laws and
getting away with it on a regular basis.

The Noreiga principle again - an Australian citizen was
recently arrested by the FBI and charged with attempting,
while he was in Thailand, to sell US secrets to the
government of an unnamed third country. The alleged
offender is currently in an American jail awaiting trial.

International law? The USA doesn't give a shit about it.

'Fred'
-------------------------------------------------------------



'Dalderious' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

AH... Hello Braveheart. Don't take me too seriously (
noone else does :-)) but I would like to comment on
some of your statements. I admit that they are not
well thought out, rather, mostly knee jerk reactions.
However, I'll qualify them as needed.

>There seemed to be a lot of people answering for
>'Sihme' and his  personal, selfish desire. And I
>noticed how so many and so quickly people turned on
>me for expressing some moral responsibility regarding
>my loving girls.

I actually thought their reaction was otherwise. More
that the definitive style of you statement was foceful
and not appreciated. Especially when so many people
here are trying to learn about themselves and others,
all doors should be open, at least until the person
thinks it all through. To go ahead and announce on
such a list a conviction that it is wrong, is putting
people in defense mode. And when it come from a fellow
member, who actually cares about these things, I think
it strikes closer to home.

Maybe a softer approach would have helped. Getting
people responses from a defensive mode tells you alot
about the person, but not how they would actually act
in any given circumstance, where the choice is at
hand, and defensive pressures are not there.

> Thank you also to those who agreed with me, who saw
> that this kind of moral responsibility is a good
>thing.

Thanking people for agreeing with you?!?! We thank
people who have done something for us. Expressing
there opinion is nothing, changing their opion would
be something, and thus a thankful action. However,
someone who changes their opinions just to please
someone else, makes there opinion pretty worthless in
my book.

Rather thank the people who agreed with you, for
mentioning it when you felt you needed support. This
may have been what you meant, but if you didn't, this
distinction is rather important.

>Let me re-establish just who I am, and  how I feel. I
>have an affection, a strong attraction to girls,
>mostly between 6 and 12, although I will admire any
>female that has beauty. I am  very aesthetic, that
>is, >I love beauty. This is why I think I see young
>girls
> as pretty,

Wait, you lost me here. You see them as pretty, you
have a "strong attraction", or both? Are they the same
thing? To me they aren't, that is in _my_ personal
life. I am still reading about other people, so excuse
my ignorance, but are these the same thing or not?

>I melt at the site of a pretty young girl,
> just as you do.

Just commenting. I do not think that the "melting"
comes from them being young. For there are two types
of "melting". One is to beauty, and that is regardless
of age, though I rarely find it in adults. The other
is in actions, which could be in adults, but I don't
recall ever seeing it in above an 11 year-old. So I
don't melt at the site of a young girl, rather at the
site of beauty. Is this the case by you?

> I will jump at the opportunity to be around little
>girls, just as you do.

Well, I jump at the chance to be with children. Add
the girl aspect and I get excited as well (and
possibly make irrational decisions). But I must state
that I love being around children. And that is an
integral part of (my) girl-loving.

Point is, I'm not sure why you like being around them.
So far, and please do not take offense, it seems that
you like beauty, and you find more in the younger
generations. Pretty shallow if you ask me. Nothing
wrong with that, but if it were true, it might help
explain differences in opinion between you and others
on this list. For whilst they may take it personally,
you would not. Rather, you indulge your appreciation
of beauty, but believe in society's norms instead of
the individual's.

>However, there are responsibilities that lie with
>that attraction,

Reponsibilities in the attraction? Or responsibilities
that come to the forefront when there is also an
attraction? Difference is your statement put me in
defensive mode.

> and to dismiss these responsibilities would be
>abusing the idea of loving girls.

Abusing the idea or the child? Big difference. The
former is idealistic the latter would be in reality.

Please don't think I'm nitpicking just to argue. I do
believe that your statements, worded as they are, are
causing me, and possibly others, to go in defensive
mode", wether conciously or subconciously. People
laugh at me when I tell them that subtle things affect
their decisions. I still think it is true. Please
state otherwise, if you fee that way. Again, these are
just my "knee-jerk" reactions, or how I percieve them.

> The arguments I have aroused boil down to two very
> important questions. Is sexual intercourse between
>an  adult and a child right or wrong? And is there
>such a thing as innocence?

I disagree. However, I'm keeping an open mind. (Rare
that I'd do that, since it all fell out last time. Not
much, but messy. :-) )

> First question - Is sexual intercourse between an
> adult and a child right or wrong? I believe it is >
>wrong, period.

Hey, everyone is entitled to an opinion. But _please_
remember that others are entitled to their's as well.

> Even if (for some reason) the child was BEGGING you
>to have sex with her, you have a responsibility not
to
>do it.

OK, I'll ask a hypothetical, and irrational question.

Brenda asks you to have SI(Sexual Intercourse) with
her now. She is 8 years old. You say no, even though
you have great desires for her, and she for you, and
you state moral reasons.

Brenda is now 45. She live in the future where time
machines have been invented. She comes to you moments
before her younger self asks you, and says how for
almost forty years now she was dying to go back in
time to convince you to do it. She says, that as a 45
year old she wants it, and has always wanted it. But,
she had to be that young, where you were older,
taller, etc... She then goes back to her normal time.

Brenda of 8 comes and asks. Is it still wrong? Crazy
scenario, but the point is that you now know without a
doubt that she was making a decision that she'll agree
with later in life.

Is it still wrong? Is it wrong "period", or is it
wrong given the usual circumstances, of her being
young and us not knowing? I think you get the point.

> On recent ASGL postings, there have been people >
>trying to prove that children like sex, children are >
>not innocent, sex with kids is ok, virginity
> is just a myth etc...

Opinions of others. Isn't that the basic idea of
ASGL-L?

  [ Err, pure opinions can become very boring very
    quickly.  Supportive opinions on people's experiences,
    intermingled with (and backed up by) your own
    expereinces, is probably more what ASGL-L is (should
    be) about... ]

> Who are we fooling? Stop and think about it. If sex
> with children were ok, then why is society so
>against > it, and so bent on preventing it?

And can you believe the idea of a vacuum, a place
where G-d does not exist>!?! Impossible. And since it
went again the beliefs of the church and most people,
lets kill him. World Round. Ha! Can't own Slaves????
Can't kill Heretics???? Can't believe in science??
Can't believe in another religion???

This argument holds no water. Basing things on society
is political, not scientific or philosophical. This
argument knocks me so hard, I cannot believe that any
thinking being could use it. Just a knee-jerk
response. But this one I believe in wholeheartedly. I
really don't care what anyone else thinks. However, I
want to hear what they have to say, so I have more to
think about. But in the end _I_ make the decisions and
convictions about myself, and I don't care what others
think.

>  You can persuade yourself until you are blue in the
> face that  "children want to have sex" and that  >
>"there is no such thing as childhood innocence" - but
> you are wrong,

Conviction from the basis of an ill-stated opinion.

> and the more you  persuade yourself that it's  ok,

Whose persuading? The people in this list either are
open to it, thinking about it, or have made up their
minds. You make it sound as if they know and believe
it to be wrong but are trying to convince themselves
otherwise. Is it the devil? Are you delivering some
form of religous sermon?

> the more damage you are doing to yourself

Huh?

> and any girl you come across.

Opinion. And a very, very, broad statement at that.

> As a girl lover, should you not have the strength of
> will and the responsibility to shield your object of
> affection from adult things like sexual >
relationships?

When did a sexual relationship become an adult thing?
Just because that's usualy practice in current times?

> If you truly loved the girl, you would wait until
>she
> naturally became an adult

And what if you lose interest in her because she is no
longer a young girl?

> before she was faced with these kinds of >
>relationships. A CHILD and an ADULT engaged in a
> relationship that included SEXUAL INTERCOURSE is  >
>wrong, and it always will be,no matter how much you
> try and say it is not.

I think that is the third time you mentioned this.
Nothing new here.

> As males, there is not much to consider when giving
> our seed to a female.

Is this a reproduction seminar? I'll use a condom if
needed. No seed given. Some may consider it giving
love. Expressing take. Other consider it taking
advantage. You seem to grasp one point, and beleive
that the whole world must agree with you.

> What about her? If she is around the age of puberty,
> there is the chance of pregnancy. Do you think that
> is loving your little girl?? Getting her pregnant >
> before her body can physically and mentally prepare
> for such a life-changing thing?

Even if the physical body couldn't handle it, that
"mentally" part doesn't bode well. How many studies
have been done with girls when it was consentual with
an older man? I'm open to both results (i.e. that it
was good or bad) but I doubt we know, or even could
know.

> I'll say it again: I believe a true girl lover is
> one who looks out for the girl he loves FIRST. The >
>desire to have sex is something that comes
> from YOU.

Many people here seem to disagree with that. You may
want to bring some proof to back your opinion.

> Craftily setting up situations that you hope may
>lead > to something like intercourse is SEXUAL ABUSE.
>LOVE > your littl girl. SHIELD her from the many
>"adult" > things of life that as a child, she doesn't
>need to
> think about. Let her enjoy her childhood!!! Don't >
>plague her with such adult decisions. That is  >
>abuse....nothing less.

Do you write any Clinton speeches? This last one is
good for sound bytes, but that's it.

> The Second Question: Is there such a thing as
> innocence? Roget's Thesaurus describes it thus: >
>Innocence, noun. 1. Being free from evil and
> corruption. "Innocent little children". Synonyms:
> Angelic, clean, pure, unblemished, undefiled, >
>unstained, untainted, virginal. 2. a child.

I disagree. Aren't opinions wonderful? :-)

> After having sex with a little girl, what have you
> accomplished, besides an amazingly good time for >
>yourself? You've taken this child's virginity in a
> few moments of hot, lusty, passion. You've taken
> this child's chance of deciding at an adult age who
> > she wants to give her virginity to.   And you
> have removed the innocence she had.

OK, forget Clinton. Get a job as a preacher-writer.

> What am I talking about, Braveheart? You know when >
>you connect eyes with a woman, there is something >
>there.....a connection, an unspoken word between you.
> Your eyes linger on eachother for a  time, seeing >
> eachother's attraction. Now, what happens when you
>do > this with a little girl? She'll look away, and
>back, > wondering why you are staring.

Actually she laughs at me. But she's not that
beautiful anyway. But I experience a love for her that
I have felt before. So staring has nothing to do with
it. In fact, she's warmed up to me as I have to her.

Just one case by me. Where physical attraction is just
not there. On either side. I just keep thinking about
her, until I see her. And, although this has gone on
for many months now, I have not touched her once. In
fact, when I first see her, I have an overwhelming
desire to grab and kiss her. After a few moments, it
dissipates, and I just want to ber near her. I have to
be away from her for a few days to start getting
physical desires for her. Why do I mention this?
Because she is the first girl whom I don't fantasize
many "normal" fantasies with. When I desire her, there
are only two thing that I want. One, to be near her.
Two, to sleep with her. The second comes second, and
not all the time. But it exists. I don't know if
anyone else has had this feeling before, but it, at
least to me, puts another slant on some points. I'm
still trying to figure it all out.

> Her eyes will not stay on yours, because in a
>child's
> world, there is no need to look at something for
>that > long of a time.

I disagree. Call it a love triangle. But the
aforementioned girl has a younger sister who, in the
past, has stared at me for extended periods. She even
joked about marrying me, got enbarrased (her sister
was there) and laughed as if she didn't mean it. She
didn't mean it. But I think I understood why she
mentioned it. It's a bit complicated, so I won't go
into it. But she has stared at me.

> That is innocence.

Again, I disagree.

Whoa! it's late. I must be off to bed.

Good night all. And I hope I have a dream...

'Dalderious'
-------------------------------------------------------------




'Rasputin's Dog' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Hello All,

Braveheart, thank you for staying around. Although I
do not agree with your opinions, and doubt I or anyone
else will given the weakness of your arguments and
points. In my mind you still have not adaquately
answered those very questions you just asked. If you
ever come up with a better arguement for your points
and views, please share them again in the mean time
though, take your moralistic society driven garbage to
another site that cares to hear it. I would much
rather hear you discuss your personal struggles, fears
and joys in living out your life as gl and I hope you
will share your life with us. You have a right to
disagree with any one of us or all of us, but your
posting that drew such fire was vengeful, and hadn't
an ounce of kindness to it. Your attitudes toward
children are demeaning to them. You may have gotten
the attention you desperately needed this time, but
next time I'll give your garbage talk ther time of
day, and I'll difinately not respond to it. I would
urge other to do the same. I'll be glad to respond to
something posititive or even a constructive criticism
or challenge, your past few posts have not met such
standards. That's all I have time to say today, bye.

'Rasputin's Dog'
----------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>"A Meta-Analytic Examination of Assumed Properties of
>Child Sexual Abuse Using College Samples."  Absolutely the
>best social science study done in the 20th Century, in my opinion.

Can you tell me where I can find this study? I couldn't find it in
your catalog or at the library. Amazon or Barnes and Noble doesn't
seem to have it either.

'Sanctuary'
------------------------------------------------------------------


[ Rind, Bruce, Bauserman, Robert, and Tromovitch, Philip (1998).
  _A Meta-Analytic Examination of Assumed Properties of Child
  Sexual Abuse Using College Samples._ Psychological Bulletin, Vol.
  124, No. 1, pp. 22-53. (201 references at the end)

  Philip Tromovitch, Bruce Rind & Robert Bauserman (1997).
  _Adult Correlates of Child Sexual Abuse: A meta-analytic
  review of college student and national probability samples_
  SSSS-ER, April 18, 1997.

  Rind, Bruce; Tromovitch, Philip. A meta-analytic review of
  findings from national samples on psychological correlates
  of child sexual abuse. Journal of Sex Research, 1997,
  v34 (n3):237-255.  ]
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   [ Press-cuttings round-up ]



   "The current view of the Home Office appears to be that
   the presumption of innocence is a time-wasting luxury"

   -- John Mortimer, lawyer and creator of Rumpole



UK: _Men give 15 minutes a day to children_
USA: _Poll: Kids lack Net supervision_
Japan: _200 UKP colour video-phone puts Japan in the picture_
UK: _UK crypto news_
UK: _Criminal checks 'will keep men out of work' - report_
UK: _Paedophile policy 'ineffective' - report_
UK: _Adult ID cards may start next year_
UK: _Lawyers will fight end to trial by jury_
USA: _'Paranoia' grips American schools after shootings_
USA: _Frustration, not gore, makes games dangerous_
USA: _Press Photographer Beaten Unconscious_
USA: _Pornographers Hijack Sex Offender List_
USA: _The GOP makes a child sexploitation play on the Hill_
Canada: _Sting site exposed_
USA: _Photos lead to teen's arrest on sex charges_
EU: _EU-wide justice system rejected_
Cambodia: _Teacher denies offences which carry 25-year sentence_
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UK:
-----------------------------------------------------------

May 23rd 1999

_Men give 15 minutes a day to children_

BRITAIN is a nation of absent fathers, according to new
research showing that men spend as little as 15 minutes a
day with their children.

Despite government pledges to curb working hours in order
to protect the family, evidence collected by Lynn Jamieson,
head of the sociology department at Edinburgh University,
is that the problem of "absent dads" is growing acute.
Jamieson, who has studied hundreds of interviews carried
out over the past two years, said the "stressed-out
high-flyer" is spending as little as 15 minutes with his
children on an average day. "The increasingly common
10-hour-a-day jobs leave almost no time at all for family
life," she said last week.

Research in the early 1990s suggested that fathers spent
about 30 minutes a day with their children, slightly more
if they were boys. Jamieson said this had plunged over
recent years due to job insecurity.

While some are making sacrifices to stay close to their
offspring, the majority of British men are still enslaved
by an office culture that regards pleas of wanting to spend
more time with their children as professional
vulnerability.

"Maybe 15-20 minutes a day sounds very little, but for many
executives it will be as much as they can manage at the end
of the day - if they are both determined and lucky," said
Jamieson, author of Intimacy: Personal Relationships in
Modern Societies.

Many men do not take much pleasure in spending time with
their families. "Even when fathers do get home early, they
do not always reserve the extra time for their children but
go out and play sport," said Jamieson. "Some fathers enjoy
the public approval that goes with being a father more than
they enjoy the children themselves."

One City broker, who did not wish to be named, said he had
warned his wife before they married that he would not be
around to help with their children. The broker, 34, is at
home only at weekends and said last week that he would routinely
spend Saturday playing golf and Sunday in bed in the morning and
working on business in the afternoon. He calculated that he
spends only 80 minutes with his children each week.

"I'm paying for the nannies, the clothes and, one day, the
private schools. I'm not sure that trying to contort myself
into creating quality time for our three kids would benefit
either them or me. Also, to be frank, children can be
pretty boring," he said.

Another man, a director of a television company who lives
in Brighton, spends an average of 10 minutes a day with his
children. He commutes, leaving home at 8am. "They are up by
then but I rarely see anything of them," he said.

Last week he kept a tally and discovered that in general he
was spending only three minutes in the morning focused on
his children. In the evening when he arrived home they were
in bed. At weekends he saw them a little more. "I am
usually exhausted on Saturday and need to spend a little
time on my own," he said. "Too often that means I don't
spend time with them. Then on Sunday I am usually having to
do some work. I don't like this at all but it is the
sacrifice I have to make to ensure I can pay for their
comfortable lifestyle."

Others have made determined efforts to be better parents.
Richard Bayliss, a tax consultant, has moved house 30 miles
closer to his workplace in London in order to see more of
his son. "I used to leave home before 7am so I only got to
see Matthew for a few minutes when I got home. Now I've
moved, though, I get to see him for an hour each morning
and an hour or so each evening," he said.

British fathers are not alone in their absenteeism.
Research in Japan shows that fathers there spend an average
of 17 minutes a day with their children and those aged
between 30 and 34 spend as little as nine minutes. The
Japanese government has now launched an advertising
campaign aimed at persuading office workers to spend more
time at home.

Research due to be published in America next month
indicates that working-class fathers spend a greater
percentage of their free time with children than
professionals. "Some working-class fathers learn to
appreciate parenting when they are unemployed; there is as
yet no evidence to show the same thing happens to the
executive," said one leading sociologist last week.

Yet there is a danger in being over-attentive. Some
psychologists claim that exceptionally involved fathers are
almost romantically in love with their children. Such
"emotional overloading" can damage a child as much as
neglect.

------------------------------------------------------------

  [ Wow, what a "knockout punch" at the end there!  "almost
    romantically in love with their children" - I guess
    they're the paedophile dads! ;) ]



USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

27th May 1999

_Poll: Kids lack Net supervision_

About half of parents don't closely supervise their
children's online activity, and a fifth say they don't
supervise their kids' Internet activities at all, a survey
has found.

The survey was conducted by the Roper polling organization
for the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children.

The Center currently stands to gain extra funding of
$370,000 if the Drug Free Borders and Prevention of
On-Line Child Pornography Act [http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-
bin/bdquery/z?d106:h.r.01833:] is passed.

The Roper survey, conducted between March and May, was
commissioned by the National Center as part of today's
commemoration of the 20th anniversary of National Missing
Children's Day. It involved responses from just 500 online
households with children ages 8-18.

Among the findings:

18% of the 62 young people surveyed ages 8 to 18 say they
plan to meet someone they have met online.

20% of parents say they do not supervise their children's
Internet use at all.

52% of parents say they only moderately supervise their
children's Internet use.

71% of parents with children age 14 or older say they have
stopped monitoring their children's Internet use.

48% of parents say they allow their children access to the
Internet every day or as much as they want.

24% of parents say they allow their children to stay on the
Net as long as they want.

The poll's margin of error was +/-4.5 percentage points for
adults and +/-9 percentage points for children.

The wired PC has become "the baby sitter of the '90s," says
Ruben Rodriguez, head of National Center's exploited
children unit.

-----------------------------------------------------------




Japan:
------------------------------------------------------------

May 99

_Colour video phone puts Japan in the picture_

THE first mobile phone with a colour video camera and
screen has been unveiled in Japan, where it will go on sale
in July.

 The VisualPhone, made by Kyocera, works on Japan's PHS
system and is not compatible with Europe's GSM digital
mobile networks.

 The phone is the first to make possible video conferencing
on the move, albeit in a somewhat jerky fashion.

 It has a low-resolution colour camera and a two inch
screen. The six ounce phone can transmit two pictures a
second of one caller while receiving a video of the other
party and has hands-free operation built-in so that users
do not get a view of each other's ears.

 Orange has stated that it plans to introduce video
cellphones this year. The phone costs around 200 UK pounds
in Japan.

-------------------------------------------------------------



UK crypto news:
-----------------------------------------------------------

May 99

Ministers are about to introduce laws giving police and
Customs investigators powers to order UK Internet operators
to unlock encrypted systems for police taps. Users could
also be forced to hand over "private keys" and passwords
protecting encrypted information.

The plans were announced yesterday as ministers released a
report by the Cabinet Office's Performance and Innovation
Unit on the problems of encryption and police investigations.

A 24-hour technical centre is to be set up by the computer
industry and the police. The centre will attempt to open
encrypted messages for officers who have a warrant. If
the codes cannot be cracked it will call in computer
specialists to assess the difficulties.

The Government has already faced a humiliating climbdown
over "key escrow" - creating an authority which would hold
the "keys" to all encrypted systems in the UK and allow
unlimited access to investigators.

The Commons Select Committee on Trade and Industry
delivered a scathing verdict on these plans, saying
the proposals were "not fit to be written into law".

The UK's reputation for e-commerce is "severely damaged"
as a result, the Select Committee said, and particularly
criticised the proposal for "key escrow".  "We can see no
benefits arising from Government promotion of key escrow
or key recovery technology," the report said.

They were also told by serving police officers that
encryption was "not seen as a problem" because few
criminals use it and there is usually other evidence
on which to convict.

--

NTK commented:

The CABINET OFFICE unit set up to provide solutions to the
government's crypto mess [NTK 1999-03-05] doled out its
recommendations on Wednesday. Sense prevailed - to a point.
Key escrow nutty, stop now: check. Key warrants to be signed
by Home Secretary or other big time politician, rather than
just your friendly local copper: check. "The onus is on the
recipient of a disclosure notice to prove to the authorities
that the requested keys or plaintext are not in his
possession" - uh, hello? They're going to try and draft a
law where you have to prove you *don't* have something? "I
have forgotten my passphrase". Prove it. "There are no files
concealed in my pornographic photograph collection". Prove it.
"I am not guilty". Prove it. Prove you're not guilty.

http://www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/Innovation/1999/encryption/
    - exciting, colour PDF file with intro from Prime Minister
http://www.ntk.net/tony/
    - from which we extract more fresh sigs. Prove it ain't his!

-----------------------------------------------------------



UK:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Criminal checks 'will keep men out of work'_

A HOME OFFICE plan to enable employers to check whether
job applicants have criminal records could make thousands
unemployable, the Government's watchdog on red tape said
yesterday.

The proposed vetting of at least 12 million people each
year was strongly criticised by the Labour peer Lord
Haskins, chairman of the Better Regulation Task Force. He
described the policy as confusing and pointed out that one
third of the male population had a non-traffic criminal
record by the age of 40. He warned ministers that an
over-reliance on criminal records could lead to a sense of
false security if employers depended on a certificate
rather than checking references and monitoring staff. His
report said that such action was nothing more than a
"spurious attempt" to eliminate risk.

The task force report also points out that excessive
checking will pose a huge burden on the voluntary sector
including organisation such as the Boys' Brigade, Scouts
and Guides. The Scout Association estimates that the
procedure will cost it 750,000 UKP a year while the St John
Ambulance Brigade expects to pay 230,000 UKP a year. They
also expect the costs to deter new volunteers. The
Government has refused to allow the checks for the
voluntary sector to be free.

-----------------------------------------------------------



UK:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Paedophile policy 'ineffective' - report_

Government policies for tackling paedophiles are misleading
and diverting attention away from abuse in the home,
according to a survey of social workers.

The report for Community Care magazine accuses ministers of
putting too much emphasis on "stranger danger" instead of
focusing on the greater risk of paedophiles at home.

As a result, parents were smothering their children by
becoming "disproportionately protective", according to 57%
of those asked, with a risk of adverse effects on
children's development including psychological and neurotic
anxieties.

Members of the public were also asked about their attitudes
to paedophiles and government policy.  Only 23% supported
the government's actions.

Professional workers blamed the media for fuelling hysteria
about paedophiles, with 75% saying media reporting hampered
their work with sex offenders and caused more harm than
good when "outing" paedophiles. In all 42% said the launch
of the register of sex offenders had made their work harder.

-----------------------------------------------------------



UK:
-----------------------------------------------------------

May 99

_Adult ID cards may start next year_

MINISTERS are to push ahead with plans for a
national identity card that will be required for
every adult citizen in Britain. The move is backed
by Tony Blair and Jack Straw, the home secretary.

The scheme - which will see cards issued for the
first time since the second world war - will mean that
anyone claiming benefits will need a card under the
scheme, expected to begin next year.

A new-style driving licence to be issued to all
motorists will also include a picture and a
computer-readable strip with secret information
about the holder. But the government wants to go
further with the plan.

"The idea is to extend it to everybody in the
country," a Home Office source said last night.

"We have to present it as voluntary, but it is
going to be vital within a few years."

However, technical problems mean that the identity
card scheme may not be in place before the next
election. Plans for Britain's 19 million benefit
claimants to be issued with computerised swipe
cards were recently scrapped after 190m UKP was
spent on a project which turned into a "fiasco."

Gordon Brown, the Chancellor, pulled the plug on
the scheme after losing patience with ICL, the
computer giant, because its public-private project
with the Government was three years behind schedule.

---------------------------------------------------------



UK:
---------------------------------------------------------

_Lawyers will fight end to trial by jury_

LAWYERS HAVE pledged a "battle royal" with Jack Straw over
the Home Secretary's recent proposals to end the right to a
trial by jury for about 20,000 people a year.

The Home Office proposal would affect about 22,000 people a
year in England and Wales, accused of offences such as
minor theft or indecent assault which could be heard either
in a magistrates' or Crown Court. At present in these
"either-way" cases the defendant is allowed to decide if he
or she goes before a jury.

In response the Bar Council, which represents barristers in
England and Wales, said yesterday that it would form a
coalition with lawyers and human rights campaigners to
defeat the proposals, which they believe will be costly and
lead to miscarriages of justice.

The Law Society, representing solicitors, added: "We
strongly oppose any move to take away a defendant's right
to chose to be dealt with by a jury when being tried for an
offence which can have serious consequences on conviction."

Civil rights groups warned that the new proposals would pose
a significant threat to one of the fundamental human rights
in this country, dating back to 1166. John Wadham, chairman
of the civil rights group Liberty, said that the right to
trial by jury was crucial and something that should not be
eroded.

"Juries in the criminal justice system ensure that the
system is not dominated by professionals, and act as a
safeguard," he said.

There was further concern that Mr Straw's proposals would
effectively fall foul of the Human Rights Act 1998, which
the Home Office said yesterday would be implemented on 2
October 2000.

-----------------------------------------------------------



USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_'Paranoia' grips American schools after shootings_

AMERICAN schools have resorted to excessively draconian
discipline in reaction to the Colorado high school
massacre, according to civil liberties groups which claim
that children are being expelled, arrested and even
imprisoned for minor misbehaviour.

In the month since 15 people died in the shooting at
Columbine High School, many educational administrators and
police have launched a crackdown on discipline to improve
school safety that some parents claim is a dangerous
overreaction.

A boy of 12 with what was described as "attention deficit
disorder" was hauled up before his head teacher in
Louisiana for annoying a girl in his class and telling
fellow students in the lunch queue not to eat all the
potatoes or "I'm going to get you". Michael Jukes was first
suspended, and then brought before a local judge and locked
up for making "terroristic threats". He has now spent more
than two weeks incarcerated in a juvenile detention centre.

"It's Columbine hysteria. It's so insane," Tracy Lingo, the
boy's mother, told *The Washington Post*.

Civil liberties lawyers say that the case is only one of
many reflecting paranoia and disciplinary overdrive after
the Columbine tragedy.

In Pennsylvania, a girl of 14 was strip-searched and
suspended for two weeks when, during a class discussion,
she observed that she understood how unpopular students
might eventually resort to violence.

Four boys in Arkansas, who were overheard talking about
bringing guns to school, were taken to a police station
and strip-searched, without their parents being informed,
before three were expelled and the fourth suspended.

"The whole thing is this spiralling, out-of-control
situation," Ann Beeson of the American Civil Liberties
Union, said.

In another disciplinary spin-off from the killings,
Oklahoma state legislators voted overwhelmingly this week
to remind parents that they have the legal right to spank
disobedient children.

The legislation will insert a line into the state's
child-abuse statutes reminding parents that state law gives
them the right to use "ordinary force" to discipline
children.

-----------------------------------------------------------



USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

May 99

_Frustration, not gore, makes games dangerous_

It's not the violence in computer games that makes children
violent - it's how hard the game is to finish. University
of Texas psychologists Michael Brooks and Chuck McVey claim
the more frustrating a game is, the more aggressive a child
will be after playing it. The pair found that a low-scoring
wrestle with Tetris can make a child angrier than blasting
away at a few monsters in Quake II.

-----------------------------------------------------------


USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

25th May 1999

_Press Photographer Beaten Unconscious_

SACRAMENTO, Calif. (AP) -- A man was convicted of
attempted murder Monday in an attack on a newspaper
photographer who was beaten by as many as 12 people
after he stopped by a playground to take pictures
of children.

Terauchi Kenkiuchi Golston, a 26-year-old reputed
gang member, could get 21 years to life in prison
at sentencing June 23 in the 1997 attack on
Sacramento Bee photographer John Trotter.

Trotter was beaten unconscious. He suffered memory
trouble, numbness and psychological trauma and has
been unable to return to work.

Prosecutors said Golston assaulted Trotter after he
refused to hand over his film.

Golston's lawyers said a mother had initially
confronted Trotter, fearing he was a pedophile.
Trotter was carrying two press cameras and wearing
a Sacramento Bee cap at the time.

-----------------------------------------------------------



USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Pornographers Hijack Sex Offender List_

May 26th 1999

                        A man using a popular Internet
search engine to obtain local lists of convicted sex
offenders made a shocking discovery when he clicked on a
site that appeared to be legitimate.

Instead, he found a page with links to dozens of
pornography sites bearing the exact description as the
official sex offender registries for the Lake, Cook and
DuPage County sheriff's departments, authorities said.

Police and company associates with the search engine
AltaVista say the pornography site purposely used the
registries to lure unsuspecting adults and children into
its self-described "Raunchiest Hardcore Sex Site on the
Web."

Authorities are investigating whether other sheriff's
departments have been victimized.

"We are talking about porn spammers here, which are very
crafty, very vigilant and very devious," Eileen Quinn, an
AltaVista spokeswoman, told APBNews.com. "It happens every
once in a while; we have a whole crew on hand to go through
and eliminate these people. But some stuff does slip by."

_'We are appalled'_

Apparently, authorities said, a man entered the words "Lake
County Sheriff's Department sex offender list" into the
search engine and a link for the real registry appeared on
the screen as well as a duplicate.

When he clicked on the duplicate link, he was shocked at
the findings.

-----------------------------------------------------------
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_Thank Heaven for Little Boys - The GOP makes a
 sexploitation play on the Hill._

_May 27, 1999_

            The political benefits of pedophilia have not
been lost on Washington's Republicans, who have ginned up
not one but two child molestation controversies during the
past few weeks. These tempests do not arise from any actual
disagreement over pedophilia. Rather, they are perfect case
studies in how politicians fabricate, then profit from, an
inflammatory issue.

        The first controversy begins with a July 1998
article from *Psychological Bulletin*, the journal of the
American Psychological Association. Researchers Bruce Rind
of Temple University, Philip Tromovitch of University of
Pennsylvania, and Robert Bauserman of University of
Michigan re-examined 59 studies in which child sexual abuse
victims had been surveyed as college students. They
concluded that victims, especially boys, typically do not
suffer "intense psychological harm" from childhood sexual
abuse. The researchers also recommended changing the
terminology of sexual abuse: An encounter between a
"willing" child and an adult should be called "adult-child
sex," not "child sexual abuse."

       The study [...] moldered away in the great bibliographic
graveyard until it was brought to the attention of radio
nag Dr. Laura Schlessinger in March. [...]

      Dr. Laura's crusade against the APA study enlisted the
legions of the Christian right: the Family Research
Council, the Christian Coalition, Dr. James Dobson, Jerry
Falwell, and the Traditional Values Coalition. The APA
distanced itself from the study, noting the association's
long record of fighting pedophilia and insisting that the
article does not mitigate the illegality and immorality of
pedophilia.

       In early May, Hill conservatives deployed the APA
article as a political weapon. Led by House Majority Whip
Tom DeLay, R-Texas, 19 Republican members of Congress have
introduced a resolution to condemn the article and to
demand that President Clinton do the same. The House is
expected to vote on the measure in mid-June. Supporters of
the resolution say congressional condemnation will
discourage child molesters from citing the article in their
legal defenses -- not that there's any evidence that anyone
has done that.

    The Republican National Committee saw its opportunity on
May 12, when White House spokesman Joe Lockhart skirted a
question about the APA study by saying the White House had
not reviewed it. (The White House has, of course, denounced
pedophilia.) A week later, when Lockhart still had not
commented on the study, the RNC blast-faxed a press release
congratulating the GOP for its brave stand and slamming
Clinton. Its headline: "White House Still Spinning 'Sexual
Relations' -- As GOP Protects Minors From Pedophiles."

        The Christian right's political exploitation of the
APA squabble ranges from the Traditional Values Coalition's
criticism of "liberal political advocacy ... laying the
groundwork for the permissibility of child molestation" to
the Family Research Council's loopy accusation that the
president is fronting for pro-pedarasty gay-rights
activists. "There is an eerie silence from the White House.
I think they are afraid of offending their allies in the
homosexual ranks, since there is a strong element of
support among homosexual activists for lowering the age of
consent," says FRC Senior Director of Cultural Studies
Robert Knight.

      The mainstream press has ignored the pedophilia flap,
but Dr. Laura, other talk radio hosts, and Christian
activist publications have all trumpeted the GOP's courage
to the party's conservative base.

       The conservatives have managed to cast themselves as
the scourge of pedophiles, insinuate that the president is
soft on pedophilia, and link Clinton to a sub rosa campaign
to lower the age of consent -- and all this is based on a
report that no one noticed until the Christian right
uncovered it, that no one in the White House seems to have
read, and that no one remotely linked to the Democratic
Party or the White House has ever endorsed.

      The second pedophilia scare has served a more
pragmatic purpose: legislative blackmail. During the past
few weeks, the Ways and Means Committee has been
considering a $2.3 billion bill for the U.S. Customs
Service. Federal employee unions, Democratic members, and
the White House strongly opposed a provision that would
limit certain kinds of overtime pay for customs officers.
In the face of this opposition, Republicans played the
molester card. They added $10 million to the legislation
for customs to investigate Internet kiddie porn
traffickers. They also added money for drug interdiction.

       Democrats on the committee endorsed the child-porn
and drug funding but voted against the bill in subcommittee
because of the overtime provision. Trade Subcommittee
Chairman Phil Crane, R-Ill., immediately accused the
minority party of giving aid and comfort to molesters.
"This bill protects our children from drug dealers and
pedophiles, and it's unfortunate that the Democrats have
put special interest pressures ahead of our children's
safety," Crane said.

      Democrats, unwilling to take another beating, folded,
voting unanimously for the bill in full committee. It
passed the House Tuesday by 410-2.

      A Democratic staffer gripes, "There is not a single
member of the House who objects to the funding to fight
child porn, but Republicans constructed the vote in such a
way that a vote against the bill can be framed as a vote to
say Democrats favor pornography. They added on the
child-porn provision and the drug provision simply to force
us to vote for them. And we had to."

     (Which raises an intriguing notion: Why aren't
Republican members of Congress attaching anti-pedophile
measures to every bill? What are *they* afraid of?)

      How that they have conquered the House Democrats with
bogus pedophile charges, House Republicans are siccing the
tactic against the White House, which still objects to the
overtime provision. "Our children are under attack by child
pornographers who prey on them over the Internet. Couple
that with the constant peddling of narcotics to our
children and you have a deadly combination that we must do
everything we can to stop. This is not a time for
partisanship or special interest influence," Committee
Chairman Bill Archer, R-Texas, warned the president this
week.

       The president, who doesn't want to be called squishy
on molesters, will probably cave. Once he does, perhaps the
two parties can abandon this imaginary controversy and
tackle the scourge that actually plagues Washington -- not
child sexual abuse, but child sexual abuse abuse.

-----------------------------------------------------------



Canada (via BoyChat):
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May 22, 1999

_Sting site exposed_

 An employee of the Ontario Provincial Police in Orillia,
Ontario, Canada, apparently disgusted with the idea of
enticement and entrapment, has anonymously leaked the
details of an alleged online sting operation just getting
under way.

 A web site for a fictitious fishing camp for boys, to be
known as Reelboys, has allegedly been created and promoted
on various internet locations known to be frequented by
paedophiles.  The alleged purpose of the Reelboys web site
is to collect a database of internet provider codes and
e-mail addresses.

 In the next step, he alleges, "employment applications" would
be solicited with real names and real addresses of those who
respond to the web site. A later phase would then attempt to
lure these people into accepting or exchanging pornography.
At some point, when enough potential paedophiles have
been identified, simultaneous arrests would take place.

 It is unclear to what extent Commissioner Gwen Boniface has
endorsed this operation, or if she is even aware of it. But,
as head of her department, she must bear the responsibility
for this dangerous "fishing expedition".

-----------------------------------------------------------




USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Photos lead to teen's arrest on sex charges_

May 22, 1999

BROOKSVILLE -- An 18-year-old boy is accused of taking
pictures of himself having sex with a 16-year-old girl.

The Brooksville male faces three counts of possessing child
pornography under the sexual performance by a child
statute, according to a Hernando County sheriff's report.

The photographs were taken in January after the girl, whom
Daye had known several weeks, consented to having sex and
posing nude. Authorities did not release the girl's name
because of the nature of the crime.

He admitted to taking the photographs but said he did not
know it was against the law. Deputies confiscated the photos.
He remains at the Hernando County Jail this Friday
afternoon in lieu of $30,000 bail, could not be reached
for comment.

-----------------------------------------------------------
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May 99

_EU-wide justice system rejected_

PROPOSALS that could have led to a Europe-wide criminal
justice system have been rejected by the Government.

Ministers have endorsed a House of Lords report attacking
the plans - initially to tackle fraud but with implications
for other crimes.

Kate Hoey, the Home Office Minister, said that a
Europe-wide justice system was neither realistic nor
practical.

------------------------------------------------------------
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May 99

_Teacher denies offences which carry 25-year sentence_

 A SCOTTISH teacher was last night facing up to 25 years
in jail after being arrested on child sex charges in
Cambodia.

Police said William, 38, had been charged with having sex
with an under-aged girl. William, who told investigators
his home was in Dunbar, East Lothian, was arrested on
charges that girls were forced to perform sexual acts
for William and were beaten if they refused.

 At a court hearing in the Cambodian capital Phnom Penh
yesterday, William - a former English teacher at a
private school in Phnom Penh - said that he had become
the guardian of the two girls, who are not sisters, to
give them a good education.

 He claimed one of the girls was seeking revenge after
he threw her out of his house for stealing about 30 UKP.

 William's arrest follows an investigation by a Christian
group, Licadho, which had been tipped off by a neighbour
about alleged "improper behaviour" at his home.

 William, who faces between ten and 25 years in jail for
the offences if convicted, said he would be vociferously
defending the charges. He said: "I'm innocent. They're
angry with me because I threw her out of the house for
stealing."

 The Foreign Office confirmed that William is being detained
in Phnom Penh's infamous T-3 prison while more investigations
are being carried out.

 He had been in the Thaicapital of Bangkok for four years,
teaching at an English language school and a language
institute called the Banana School, before moving to
Cambodia.

 William claims he had adopted the girl at the centre of the
allegations and allowed her to stay in his house.

 He said: "They were sleeping in the street and I felt
sorry for them. I even got the girl a place in my school.
I was probably a little naive.

 "I threw the girl out a month ago when she stole $50
(30 UKP) from my house. She has just come back to seek revenge."

 The construction worker father of one of the girls said
he was happy that his daughter lived with William on his
promise that she would be put in a good school.

 The girls have been taken "into care" by a non-governmental
organisation working to protect children from abuse.

-----------------------------------------------------------
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_Dream Children by A N Wilson_ - paperback now available in
the UK.

"Oliver Gold is guru-in-residence at 12 Wagner Rise, where
Janet, her daughter Michal, and the latter's lover, Cuffe,
all regard him as one of the 20th-century's greatest
thinkers, while 10-year-old Bobs loves him like a father.
When Oliver announces his engagement, the household is
thrown into confusion, but as the women devise wild plans
to hold on to him, Oliver discovers the loss of his
notebooks, the contents of which would ruin him. Wilson is
an astute and intelligent writer, wickedly funny at times,
and capable of sustaining suspense to the last page. It
says much for his powers that, when the dark secret is
revealed, we are persuaded to think the unthinkable."

(Abacus, 6.99 UKP). Paperback.
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